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STATE DEPARTMENT INFORMATION
PROGRAM—INFORMATION CENTERS

[EDITOR’S NOTE.—The United States Information Service initially established a
“balanced presentation” policy under which books by controversial authors, includ-
ing Communists, would be stocked by its overseas libraries to reflect the diversity
of opinion in the United States and to preserve the intellectual credibility of the col-
lections. In 1952, the Truman administration judged several books by the novelist
Howard Fast to be Communist propaganda and removed them from the shelves al-
though his other works remained. In January 1953, the Eisenhower administration
upheld the policy of balanced collections but set criteria for defining books that
might be excluded.

Between March and July 1953, the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations
held extensive hearings, in both executive and public session, that focused on the
U.S. Information Libraries worldwide. It examined the books that the libraries
stocked, and called some of the authors—including Howard Fast—to testify. During
the course of the investigation, chief counsel Roy Cohn, and chief consultant David
Schine, embarked on a highly-publicized tour of the overseas libraries in major Eu-
ropean capitals, from April 4 to 21. Simultaneously, the State Department ordered
the removal of any books by Communist authors or Communist sympathizers from
the Information Libraries’ shelves. Hundreds of works of fiction and non-fiction were
discarded, and some were burned. In his commencement address at Dartmouth Col-
lege on June 13, President Eisenhower told the students: “Don’t join the book burn-
ers. Don’t think you are going to conceal faults by concealing evidence that they ever
existed. Don’t be afraid to go in your library and read every book as long as any
document does not offend our own ideas of decency. That should be the only censor-
ship.”

Mary M. Kaufman did not testify in public. Sol Auerbach (who wrote as James
S. Allen) and William Marx Mandel appeared before the subcommittee in a televised
public hearing on the following day. During the open session, the chairman ordered
Mandel to identify publicly his current employer, information that the witness had
provided in executive session with the request that it be kept confidential. Mandel
complained that the subcommittee had “arrogated itself the right to exact punish-
ment, although it is not a court of law and deprives one of due process of law. That
punishment has ranged from fines ranging from several thousand dollars in the case
of people dismissed up to the fact that you, Senator McCarthy, murdered Raymond
Kag%an by forcing him, driving him to the point where he jumped under a truck.

MONDAY, MARCH 23, 1953

U.S. SENATE,
SENATE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to Senate Resolution 40, agreed
to January 30, 1953, at 3:00 p.m. in room 357 of the Senate Office
Building, Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, chairman, presiding.

Present: Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, Republican, Wisconsin;
Senator Henry M. Jackson, Democrat, Washington; Senator Stuart
Symington, Democrat, Missouri.

Present also: Claude I. Bakewell, former representative from
Missouri; Roy Cohn, chief counsel; Ruth Young Watt, chief clerk.
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Mr. CoHN. Senator, this is William Z. Foster’s attorney Mrs.
Kaufman.
Do you have any objection to being sworn, Mrs. Kaufman?

STATEMENT OF MARY M. KAUFMAN, ATTORNEY FOR WILLIAM
Z. FOSTER

Mrs. KAUFMAN. I don’t see the necessity to be sworn simply to
explain why he isn’t here. The facts I state are matters of public
record.

Senator MCCLELLAN. I suggest this, Mr. Chairman. If this is to
be testimony, I think she should be sworn. If you are willing to ac-
cept just a report from her as to why he is not here, I should think
that would be acceptable without her being sworn.

The CHAIRMAN. What are you prepared to present to us?

Mrs. KAUFMAN. I simply wanted to advise the committee that
Mr. Foster is presently confined to the southern district of New
York under the terms of his bail, and because of that is unable to
appear. Now, that is a matter of public record. When I reminded
Mr. Cohn of the fact, he remembered that that was so.

In addition, I wanted to advise the committee that Mr. Foster’s
health is such as not to permit him to appear before this com-
mittee, and I have a statement from his physician to that effect.
The conclusion of the statement states that “any sudden strain or
emotional excitation may provoke easily a fatal cerebral or cardiac
incident.” And under these circumstances, I would request that he
be excused.

The CHAIRMAN. May I ask counsel, number one: I assume the
first reason stated could be easily waived by the court.

Mr. CoBN. No doubt about it.

The CHAIRMAN. How about number two, the question of illness?

Mr. CoHN. That has been raised by Mr. Foster for some time, I
believe, since his original indictment in the summer of 1948. He
was granted a severance. There was a reexamination at my request
when I was in the Department of Justice a few months ago. I am
not aware that that motion was ever decided. Was it?

Mrs. KAUFMAN. I don’t believe the government took any action.

Mr. CoHN. Well, we did. We made a motion for another physical
examination, and I don’t know whether there was ever a ruling on
whether he was well enough to stand trial.

Senator MCCLELLAN. The first issue raised determines. You do
not have to pass upon the other.

Mr. CoHN. Well, we can get that waived.

Senator MCCLELLAN. I understand, but for the moment that
would settle it.

The CHAIRMAN. He is definitely not in contempt for not appear-
ing today.

Well, my thought is that he is not sufficiently important a wit-
ness for the hearing that we should go to the trouble of finding out
whether he is in proper shape to appear or not. I think the court
is going to determine that in connection with his criminal trial.

Mr. CoHN. I was going to suggest this: Could we get from Mr.
Foster an affidavit answering the questions we want to put to him?

The CHAIRMAN. I think that might be a good idea. There is no
reason why he could not answer questions under oath.
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Mrs. KAUFMAN. I don’t know. I would have to consult with him
in order to find out what he can or can not do.

The CHAIRMAN. You are a notary public yourself, are you?

Mrs. KAUFMAN. No, I am not.

The CHAIRMAN. Let us leave it this way, then. Counsel can pre-
pare the interrogatories and submit them to the attorney, with the
orders that Mr. Foster answer them, unless counsel can produce
anything to indicate that that would adversely affect his health. If
no, we will go into that.

Senator MCCLELLAN. I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that the state-
ment she brought from Mr. Foster and also from his physician be
filed.

Mrs. KAUFMAN. Yes, I would like to place that in the record, if
I may.

Senator MCCLELLAN. That does not have to go in the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Those are merely accepted as exhibits.

[A memorandum dated March 21, 1953, signed by Louis V. Fin-
ger, M.D., 1056 Fifth Avenue, New York 28, New York, was
marked Kaufman Exhibit 1 and filed for the information of the
committee.]

The CHAIRMAN. I want to thank you very much. And counsel will
prepare interrogatories to be submitted to Mr. Foster, to be sent to
you, and we will want you to have him answer those and have him
swear to them before a notary, unless you can produce a doctor’s
certificate offering something that will prove that that will ad-
versely affect his health. We do not want to kill off any of the wit-
nesses.

Mrs. KAUFMAN. I am sure of that, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. I want to thank you very much.

Mrs. KAUFMAN. I am not in any position to state Mr. Foster’s
agreement as to the interrogatories, but nevertheless we can wait
until we receive them to determine what action we will take.

The CHAIRMAN. It will be the order, as I say, that unless you can
produce some medical proof, either a doctor’s affidavit or whatever
occurs to you to convince the committee that that will adversely af-
fect his health, the answers to the interrogatories will be provided.

Senator SYMINGTON. I would suggest that you suggest to Mr.
Foster that he try and answer the interrogatories to the best of his
ability.

Mrs. KAUFMAN. Will you note my address? I don’t think you took
it. It is 43 West 94th Street.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Allen, will you stand and raise your right
hand? Will you stand, sir?

In this matter now in hearing, do you solemnly swear to tell the
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Mr. AUERBACH. I do.

The CHAIRMAN. Will you identify your counsel?

TESTIMONY OF SOL AUERBACH (JAMES S. ALLEN)
(ACCOMPANIED BY HIS COUNSEL, JOSEPH FORER)

Mr. AUERBACH. My counsel is Mr. Joe Forer of Washington.
Mr. ConN. Is that F-o-r-e-r?
Mr. AUERBACH. F-o-r-e-r.
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The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Allen, under the rules of the subcommittee,
you are entitled to have a conference with your lawyer at any time
you care to. If something comes up which you think is of such a
nature that you want to have a place to discuss the matter with
him confidentially, we will arrange either another room or some
place where you can get some privacy. We do not allow the attor-
ney to take part in the proceedings, other than to advise you. If the
attorney thinks that a question is objectionable, he is free to tell
you that, and fully advise you at any time during the proceedings.

Mr. CoHN. Give us your full name, please, Mr. Allen.

Mr. AUERBACH. My name is Sol Auerbach, A-u-e-r-b-a-c-h.

Mr. CoHN. And you write under the name of James S. Allen; is
that right?

Mr. AUERBACH. That is right.

Mr. CoHN. What is your address?

Mr. AUERBACH. 134 East Hudson Street, Long Beach, New York.

Mr. CoHN. What do you want to be called, Mr. Auerbach or Mr.
Allen?

Mr. AUERBACH. Either way.

Mr. CoHN. Where are you employed?

Mr. AUERBACH. I refuse to answer that, on the basis of my con-
stitutional privilege.

Senator SYMINGTON. You refuse to answer where you are em-
ployed on that basis?

Mr. AUERBACH. Yes, sir.

Mr. COHN. You are employed, are you not, Mr. Allen, at Inter-
national Publishers, the official publishing house of the Communist
party?

Mr. AUERBACH. I refuse to answer that question on the same
ground.

The CHAIRMAN. You refuse to answer on the grounds that your
answer might incriminate you?

Mr. AUERBACH. That is the reason, as it may be put. I prefer to
say

Senator MCCLELLAN. How do you put it?

Mr. AUERBACH. I would say that I have a constitutional privilege
under the Fifth Amendment not to bear witness against myself and
not to be a witness against myself.

The CHAIRMAN. You have that privilege, as long as you honestly
believe that if you truthfully answered a question it might tend to
incriminate you. You do not have that privilege if you would in-
criminate yourself by perjury, you understand. It is only if you tell
the committee that you honestly feel that a truthful answer might
tend to incriminate you. Then you have the right to refuse to an-
swer. You understand that?

Mr. AUERBACH. I think I understand that.

Mr. CoHN. Now, Mr. Allen, let me ask you this: Where was the
subpoena served on you? Just the street address?

Mr. AUERBACH. At Fourth Avenue.

Mr. CoHN. 381 Fourth Avenue?

Mr. AUERBACH. That is right.

Mr. CouN. Is that the headquarters of the Communist party of
the United States?




917

Mr. AUERBACH. It is not the headquarters of the Communist
party of the United States.

Mr. CoHN. I didn’t get that.

Mr. AUERBACH. It is not the headquarters of the Communist
party of the United States.

Mr. ConN. I see. Is that the building in which are located offices
or organizations officially connected with the Communist party of
the United States?

Mr. AUERBACH. I think I will refuse to answer that question on
the same grounds previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Where are the headquarters of the Communist party
located?

Mr. AUERBACH. I really don’t know.

Mr. CoHN. They moved recently, did they not? You might have
read that in the public press if you do not know it some other way.

Mr. AUERBACH. That is more or less public knowledge, I think.

Mr. CoHN. Mr. Allen, let me ask you this: Has the Communist
party gone underground recently? Is the location of the present
headquarters of the Communist party secret, as far as you know?

Mr. AUERBACH. As far as I know, it is no secret.

Mr. CoHN. And you say you can’t tell us where it is?

Mr. AUERBACH. I just don’t happen to know where it is.

Mr. CoHN. Have you visited the Communist party headquarters
recently?

Mr. AUERBACH. I have not.

Mr. CoHN. Did you ever visit Communist party headquarters?

Mr. AUERBACH. I will refrain from answering that, on the same
ground as previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Are you the author of a book called World Monopoly
and Peace?1

Mr. AUERBACH. I am.

Mr. CoHN. And you are the James S. Allen who wrote that book?

Mr. AUERBACH. Yes, that is a copy of the book.

Mr. CoHN. You say it is a copy.

Mr. AUERBACH. It is.

Mr. CoHN. Now, I notice that that book is published by Inter-
national Publishers. Is that the official publishing house of the
Communist party?

Mr. AUERBACH. I refuse to answer that question on the same
grounds.

Mr. CoHN. When you wrote that book, Mr. Allen, were you a
member of the Communist party?

Mr. AUERBACH. I refuse to answer that question, on the same
grounds as previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. When did you write that book?

Mr. AUERBACH. I wrote that book in ’45, I believe, 1945.

Mr. CoHN. At the time you wrote that book, did you favor the
Soviet Union against the United States of America?

Mr. AUERBACH. I have always favored the United States of Amer-
ica.

1James S. Allen, World Monopoly and Peace (New York: International Publishers, 1946).
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Mr. ConN. If the United States of America were at war with the
Soviet Union, would you fight for the United States against the So-
viet Union?

Mr. AUERBACH. If we were the victim of aggression, I would.

Mr. CoHN. I didn’t ask you the circumstances. I said: If the
United States declared a state of war against the Soviet Union,
would you, as an American citizen, fight against the Soviet Union?

Mr. AUERBACH. I would say that would depend on the cir-
cumstances of the war.

Mr. CoHN. I am not asking about the circumstances of the war.
I asked for a categorical answer. If the Congress of the United
States declared war against the Soviet Union——

Senator JACKSON [continuing]. As provided for by the Constitu-
tion.

Mr. COHN [continuing]. Would you fight for the United States?

Mr. AUERBACH. I have been in the American army and fought in
a war.

Mr. CoHN. You didn’t understand my question. If the Congress
of the United States declared war against the Soviet Union, would
you fight for the United States? “Yes” or “no”?

Mr. AUERBACH. I cannot conceive of such a war.

Senator SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I think the witness is get-
ting very close to contempt of the committee.

Mr. AUERBACH. May I consult with my attorney?

[Mr. Auerbach confers with Mr. Forer.]

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, I think I have answered the question.

The CHAIRMAN. I do not think you have answered.

Mr. AUERBACH. May I repeat my answer?

Mr. CouN. Why don’t I repeat the question? It will make it sim-
pler. The question is this: If the Congress of the United States, for
any reason, as provided by the Constitution, were to declare war
against the Soviet Union, would you fight against the Soviet
Union?

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, I answered that.

Mr. CoHN. Can we have a “yes” or “no” answer? That is a very
simple question.

Mr. AUERBACH. I can’t answer yes or no, because it would depend
on the circumstances of the war. There is not every war that one
would support.

Mr. CoHN. You mean as an American citizen you can conceive of
a war declared by the official representatives of the Congress of the
United States pursuant to the Constitution which you would not
support?

Mr. AUERBACH. Which I may think to be an unjust war, not wor-
thy of the support of a patriotic American. And I think I would
have the privilege to be opposed to that war.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there some circumstances under which you
would join the military forces and fight against the Soviet Union
if war were declared?

Mr. AUERBACH. I think if we were the victim of aggression by the
Soviet Union or any other power, I would fight for the defense of
the United States.

Senator SYMINGTON. If the war, in your opinion, were unjustified
on the part of the United States, would you accept money to be a
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%py fo‘;r a foreign country that was fighting against the United
tates?

Mr. AUERBACH. I would not.

Senator SYMINGTON. Would you be a spy, without money?

Mr. AUERBACH. I would not.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever engaged in espionage against the
United States?

Mr. AUERBACH. I certainly have not.

Mr. ConN. Have you ever been a representative of the Com-
munist International?

Mr. AUERBACH. I must refuse to answer that question on the
same grounds as previously stated.

Mr. CoHN. Did you go to the Philippines for the Communist
International in 1939?

Mr. AUERBACH. I must refuse to answer the question, on the
same grounds.

Mr. ConN. Did you take a trip to the Philippines in 1939?

Mr. AUERBACH. I refuse to answer, on the same grounds.

Mr. CoHN. Did you take a trip financed by the Communist party?

Mr. AUERBACH. I must refuse to answer, on the same grounds.

Mr. CoHN. Did you take a trip to Mexico in the interest of the
Communist International?

Mr. AUERBACH. My answer is the same.

Mr. CoHN. Was that trip financed by the Communist party?

Mr. AUERBACH. My answer remains the same.

Mr. CoHN. Were you foreign editor of the Daily Worker?

Mr. AUERBACH. I can’t answer that question, on the same
grounds.

Mr. COHN. Are you at this time a member of the Communist
party?

Mr. AUERBACH. I do not answer that question, on the same
ground as previously stated.

Senator SYMINGTON. If you are a member of the Communist
party, why are you ashamed or afraid to say so?

Mr. AUERBACH. Because the purpose of the question is quite dif-
ferent. I am not saying that I am or am not a member. I am not
saying I am or am not a member of the Communist party.

Senator JACKSON. Are you saying you never were a member of
the Communist party?

Mr. AUERBACH. I am refusing to answer that question, on the
ground——

Senator SYMINGTON. My point is that all we are trying to do is
clarify who is for or against the United States. It would have been
possible for you to be a member of the Communist party and then
to have felt that was wrong and to have resigned. What the counsel
asked was: Are you a member now? And you have refused to an-
swer, which, of course makes us believe that you are a member of
the Communist party.

Mr. AUERBACH. You have no ground for believing that, on the
basis of my answer.

Senator SYMINGTON. Then why are you afraid or ashamed to an-
swer the question?

Mr. AUERBACH. I am not afraid or ashamed.

Senator SYMINGTON. Then why do you not answer it?
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Mr. AUERBACH. I think it violates my constitutional right under
the Fifth Amendment.

Senator SYMINGTON. Why do you want to take refuge behind
your constitutional rights unless you are ashamed or afraid of ad-
mitting membership?

Mr. AUERBACH. Because the purpose of these questions is some-
thing quite different.

Senator JACKSON. What purpose could this committee have but
to properly obtain information with reference to your activities?
You are not incriminating yourself if you say you are a member of
the Communist party. There is nothing that I know of on the stat-
ute books that says that a member of the Communist party, per
se, is in violation of the law. It is only if you conspire, together with
others, to overthrow the government by force and violence. You
could be a member of the Communist party, if I understand the
laws of this country correctly, and testify here under oath and say
you are a member, but that you do not agree to overthrow of the
government by force and violence, and you would not incriminate
yourself.

The CHAIRMAN. I may say, Senator Jackson, that as I understand
the law, merely being a member of the Communist party does not
make you guilty of a crime unless it can be shown that you are
aware of the objectives of the Communist party.

Senator JACKSON. And that you acquiesce in those objectives.

Mr. ConN. I don’t think it is acquiescence; it is knowledge.

Senator JACKSON. Well, you would have to know about them.

The CHAIRMAN. And remaining a member after you know the ob-
jectives.

So that he does have the right, I think, without any doubt.

Senator JACKSON. I agree that he has the right.

Senator SYMINGTON. I agree that he has the right, but I do not
see why, if he is a member of the Communist party, he is ashamed
or afraid of admitting it.

Senator JACKSON. Shall we get an answer to the original ques-
tion, about bearing arms?

Mr. CoHN. We never have had a categorical answer to that.

The CHAIRMAN. I think maybe he has answered that. He says he
would himself decide what terms and conditions under which he
would serve in the military forces, and while we may disagree with
the answer, I think he has perhaps answered it. He says he can’t
answer it “yes” or “no.”

Senator MCCLELLAN. May I ask a question?

Do you believe in the overthrow of the United States government
by force and violence?

Mr. AUERBACH. I do not.

Senator MCCLELLAN. Do you belong to any organization, political
or otherwise, that advocates the overthrow of the government of
the United States by force and violence?

Mr. AUERBACH. I do not. In my opinion, I do not belong to any
such organization.

Senator MCCLELLAN. In your opinion, you do not. Is that what
you said?

Mr. AUERBACH. Yes.
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Senator MCCLELLAN. I am trying to understand it. Do you know
that the Communist party does favor the overthrow of the United
States government by violence?

Mr. AUERBACH. There seems to be quite a lot of difference on
that question, sir.

Senator MCCLELLAN. Do you know that it does?

Mr. AUERBACH. No. In my opinion they do not.

Senator JACKSON. You are familiar with the Supreme Court deci-
sion?

Mr. AUERBACH. I am.

Senator JACKSON. The last one, the Dennis case, in which the
court so found?

Mr. AUERBACH. Nevertheless, there is a great deal of public opin-
ion that does not agree with that, sir.

Senator MCCLELLAN. Is it your opinion that the Communist
party does not advocate the overthrow of the government of the
United States by force and violence?

Mr. AUERBACH. That is my opinion, sir.

Senator MCCLELLAN. You state that under oath?

Mr. AUERBACH. I state that under oath.

Senator MCCLELLAN. On the contrary, do you not know, when I
ask you to state that under oath, that it does advocate the over-
throw of the United States government by force and violence? Do
you not know it?

Mr. AUERBACH. I think I answered your question, Senator.

Senator MCCLELLAN. I do not think you did.

Mr. AUERBACH. I gave you my opinion.

Senator MCCLELLAN. You gave me your opinion. I ask you now
if you do not know it. Not an opinion, but do you not know it?

Mr. AUERBACH. I believe that they do not stand for violent over-
throw of the government by force and violence.

Senator MCCLELLAN. Then you mean to state by that answer
that you do not know it?

Mr. AUERBACH. That is not what I said, sir.

Senator MCCLELLAN. Well, do you say you do know it, or do not
know it?

Mr. AUERBACH. According to my knowledge, they do not stand for
the violent overthrow of the government.

Senator MCCLELLAN. Then, according to your knowledge, they do
not. Then you mean you do not know it. Is that what you are say-
ing? I know it has got you a little worried, but I am asking you:
Do you know it?

Mr. AUERBACH. I am not worried, Senator. I am trying to under-
stand your question.

Senator MCCLELLAN. You do understand it. I asked you: Do you
not know it? And you said you “believe.” I am asking you, contrary
to what you say you believe, if you do not know it as a matter of
fact that you have personal knowledge of.

[Mr. Auerbach confers with Mr. Forer.]

Mr. AUERBACH. I do not know it.

Senator MCCLELLAN. All right. You say you do not know it.

Mr. AUERBACH. I do not.
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Senator JACKSON. And do you know whether in the past the
Communist party has advocated the overthrow of the government
by force and violence?

Mr. AUERBACH. I do not believe it has.

Senator JACKSON. That is your opinion?

Mr. AUERBACH. That is my opinion.

Senator JACKSON. And that is what you believe?

Mr. AUERBACH. That is what I believe.

Senator SYMINGTON. Mr. Allen, I am interested in this. Do you
believe that the Communist party is run from Moscow?

Mr. AUERBACH. My belief is that it is not run from Moscow.

Senator SYMINGTON. Do you believe the Communist party in this
country runs itself? Or is it run from Moscow?

Mr. AUERBACH. I believe it runs itself.

Senator SYMINGTON. It runs itself, without any control from Mos-
cow?

Mr. AUERBACH. I believe there is no control from Moscow.

Senator SYMINGTON. Do you believe in the anti-Semitic purges
that have recently developed in the countries behind the Iron Cur-
tain? Do you approve of that?

Mr. AUERBACH. I don’t believe there are anti-Semitic purges.

Senator SYMINGTON. You do not believe there are anti-Semitic
purges?

Mr. AUERBACH. No.

Senator SYMINGTON. You think that is just propaganda on the
part of the capitalistic press?

Mr. AUERBACH. I think that it is misinformation about the situa-
tion, combined with propaganda, which is quite appropriate to the
cold war from the viewpoint of those who would like to wage that
war.

Senator SYMINGTON. So if I follow you, you believe that these re-
ports about anti-Semitism in the Soviet Union and its satellites are
incorrect. Is that right?

Mr. AUERBACH. I believe they are absolutely incorrect.

Senator MCCLLELAN. You said, now, that you do not believe that
the Communist party in the United States is run by Moscow or
controlled from Russia. Now I want to ask you the question. Do you
not know that it is?

Mr. AUERBACH. I do not know.

Senator JACKSON. In your opinion, is the Communist party in the
United States under any orders from outside the United States?

Mr. AUERBACH. In my opinion, it is under no orders.

Senator JACKSON. Has it been in the past?

Mr. AUERBACH. I do not believe it has.

Senator JACKSON. Has Jacques Duclos ever had any influence on
operations of the Communist party of the United States.

Mr. AUERBACH. As far as I know, he has had no direct influence
over it. I would like to make it clear that I am no authority on the
question.

Senator JACKSON. Was Browder removed by totally an American
action, or was he removed by reason of action taken by the Com-
inform in 1945? Can you answer the question?

Mr. AUERBACH. I think that action was taken here.
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Senator JACKSON. Did the Cominform or other similar apparatus
of the International Communist Organization have anything to do
with action taken here?

Mr. AUERBACH. Mr. Chairman, may I make a comment at this
point?

The CHAIRMAN. Certainly.

Mr. AUERBACH. I am not clear what this committee is after. I
know that this is a subcommittee for the investigation of govern-
ment operations, and I assumed that when I received the subpoena
it was in connection with such investigations.

The CHAIRMAN. You are entitled to inquire the purpose of the
question. I will inform you of the purpose.

We are presently investigating the background of some of the in-
dividuals who have been doing work for the Voice of America infor-
mation program. We find that your works have been used. We ap-
propriate, oh, a huge amount of money. I think the budget this
year calls for $100-million some-odd to fight communism through-
out the world. So we are curious to know what Communist authors
or members of the Communist party are being utilized in this fight,
and the purpose of their being used. We must inquire into your
background therefor.

Senator JACKSON. We want to inquire into the operation of the
Communist party, your knowledge of it, here and abroad as it af-
fects the program.

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

Senator JACKSON. Now, did you answer the question I put to you
a moment ago?

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, I would like to make it clear that my an-
swer to any of these questions is merely the opinion of an indi-
vidual, and that for expert knowledge on the matter you would
have to seek somewhere else.

Senator JACKSON. I understand you to say under oath that you
have no knowledge of the workings of the Communist party?

Mr. AUERBACH. I did not say that.

Senator JACKSON. Well, can you answer that question?

Mr. AUERBACH. I claim my privilege under the Fifth Amendment.

Senator SYMINGTON. Will you yield a minute there?

Senator JACKSON. Yes.

Senator SYMINGTON. You appear questioning, or irritated or re-
sentful, at the questions that are asked you, and you want to make
a statement. I feel irritated, questioning, and resentful to any
American citizen who is asked up here questions with respect to
the Communist party and either is ashamed or so afraid or so arro-
gant with respect to the right of the Congress that he does not an-
swer those questions, does not want to answer them, on the
grounds that it might violate his rights under the Fifth Amend-
ment. I want to make very clear to you my position with respect
to your testimony. And I do not think anybody is more anxious to
have civil rights and civil liberties perpetuated under our system.

Mr. AUERBACH. Senator, may I comment on what you say?

Senator SYMINGTON. You certainly can.

Mr. AUERBACH. I am not disrespectful of the Congress of the
United States. I have no feeling of arrogance, in my attitude. In my
opinion it seems quite clear that anticommunism has served as a
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cover for a struggle against and a suppression of civil liberties.
That is my position. And therefore I don’t want in any way to fur-
ther such aims. Anticommunism has historically served that pur-
pose abroad. It served it in Germany. It served it in Italy. It served
it in Japan. And it is serving it here.

Senator JACKSON. And communism in Russia serves to promote
civil liberties?

Mr. AUERBACH. I think they have aims of their own that are
quite apart from the aims of:

The CHAIRMAN. The question was: Do you think that the Com-
munists are promoting the cause of civil liberties?

Mr. AUERBACH. I think they are. I think there are liberties in the
Soviet Union which we don’t enjoy here.

Senator JACKSON. Can you say what right—I am not talking now
about what may be in some document—what right a citizen has in
the Soviet Union to a trial by jury?

Mr. AUERBACH. He has quite a number of rights of trial that
would be surprising to many Americans. There are courts, from the
lowest branches of the judiciary to the very highest where a citizen
has an opportunity to be heard by a jury of his peers and by judges
chosen by himself.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you think the judicial system in Communist
Russia is superior to the judicial system in this country?

Mr. AUERBACH. I don’t think it is a question of superior or not.
A judicial system meets certain needs.

The CHAIRMAN. The question originally asked of you, Mr. Allen,
was whether you felt that communism was serving the cause of
promoting civil liberties, and then you went into the judicial sys-
tem. My question now is: Do you think the judicial system in Rus-
sia is superior to that of this country in so far as the preservation
of civil liberties is concerned?

Mr. AUERBACH. I think that they are very much concerned with
the preservation of civil liberties in their judicial system as well as
under the Constitution.

Senator JACKSON. Hitler made some announcements, too, that
they were concerned about them, but they did not have them.

The CHAIRMAN. Would you fight, if you were called upon to fight,
today, in the Korean War, on our side, if a draft board called you
up?

Mr. AUERBACH. I am opposed to that war. I think it is an unjust
war.

Senator MCCLELLAN. On whose part is it unjust? On America’s
part? Or on that of Red China?

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, I believe that we had no business over
there.

Senator MCCLELLAN. Do you think that Red China has any busi-
ness in there?

hMr. AUERBACH. I believe we were there before Red China was
there.

Senator MCCLELLAN. That is right. What is your position as to
Red China? Do you think she is fighting an unjust war?

Mr. AUERBACH. I think Red China is probably concerned with her
security. If we had a foreign power down in Mexico or in Cuba, we
would be very much concerned about it.
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Senator MCCLELLAN. Is there any position you can take that
would at all criticize or condemn communism in the Soviet Union?
Is there one single criticism you have of it? Can you think of one?

Mr. AUERBACH. There might be various criticisms of something.

Senator MCCLELLAN. There might be, and if you can think of
them, I would like to have you put it on the record right now.

Mr. AUERBACH. You would very much like to see that, Senator.

Senator MCCLELLAN. Yes, I would like to see it, if you have any
criticism at all; if you are a good American, as you say, and have
any criticism of it, I would like you to place it on the record.

Mr. AUERBACH. But my concern is this country, not the Soviet
Union. I am an American citizen, born in the United States and in-
terested in this country.

Senator MCCLELLAN. That is your words. But I might say to you
your actions do not conform to your words.

Mr. AUERBACH. You are entitled to your opinion, and I am enti-
tled to mine.

The CHAIRMAN. I am going to order the witness to answer the
question.

Mr. Allen, you were asked whether you could think of any criti-
cism of communism. Your works were being used, you see, by the
information program to fight communism. So if you have any criti-
cism of communism, Mr. McClellan wants to know what that criti-
cism is. You are ordered to answer that question. If you have no
criticism, you can tell us.

Mr. AUERBACH. You say to be used by the information program?

The CHAIRMAN. You understand our government is paying for
your works.

Mr. AUERBACH. I didn’t know that.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, let me tell you they are. They are distrib-
uting your books for the purpose of fighting communism. Now, in
view of the fact that your works are being used to fight com-
munism, I think Senator McClellan’s question is very pertinent.
His question is: Can you think of any criticism which you have of
communism? If so, tell us what it is.

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, I believe any criticism that I might have
of communism as a system of society would pertain to the speed
of its development and how effectively it meets the requirements
of a socialist and a Communist society. That is, in other words,
that it wouldn’t fall within the framework of the questioning, the
line of questioning, that is being developed here.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, you have no criticism of the ob-
jectives of communism. You merely might criticize the speed with
which they are arriving at the objectives?

Mr. AUERBACH. I am all for the objectives of socialism and com-
munism, and I believe that is the form of society that we will come
to, too.

Senator MCCLELLAN. So you are an advocate of communism and
you say this country is ultimately coming to communism. Is that
correct? Is that not what you just said?

Mr. AUERBACH. That is my opinion as a student of history, that
we will develop along that line.
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Senator MCCLELLAN. That is what I want. That is your opinion.
You favor the Communist objectives, and you believe they are com-
ing to America. Is that your statement?

Mr. AUERBACH. I believe that when the majority of the American
people want it, they will get it, and nothing will stop them.

Senator MCCLELLAN. That is not the question. The question was
this: As I understood you, your answer was that you believe in the
objectives of communism. Did you say that, or not?

Mr. AUERBACH. I believe that the objectives of Communist society
are just and proper for the world as a whole, and we will eventu-
ally obtain them.

The CHAIRMAN. Then you would feel that one of your functions,
as a loyal American, would be to promote the cause of communism?

Mr. AUERBACH. I don’t believe that that is a problem we face at
the moment, and I don’t believe that it is a realistic objective to
hold forth at the moment. If a time should arise that socialism, as
a first stage of communism, should become the order of the day,
then it will be up to the American people to decide that.

The CHAIRMAN. You apparently do not understand my question,
or maybe you prefer not to answer it. You have told us that you
favor the objectives of the Communist movement, and you think it
is essentially just, et cetera. My question is then, this: Do you then
feel, as a loyal American, that one of your tasks is to further the
cause of communism, so that we may ultimately have a Communist
society in the United States?

Mr. AUERBACH. I think it is my duty as a loyal American to sup-
port what I believe is best for the people. And at the present mo-
ment, what is best for the people is that we have peace, that we
protect our democratic rights. Those are the immediate objectives
that stare us in the face right now.

The CHAIRMAN. You understand, Mr. Allen, I am not trying to
tell you what you should advocate. I am not trying to tell you that
communism as you view it is right or wrong, that is, for the pur-
poses of this examination I am not. You are entitled to think what-
ever you care to think. You are entitled to work for a socialistic
state in this country, if you work for it without an attempt to over-
throw this government by force and violence. I am merely trying
to find out what you do advocate, you see.

Now, do I understand that your feeling is that the Communist
state is superior to our capitalistic form of government?

Mr. AUERBACH. If I may, I would like to answer you as a student
of history and not as a political worker or as one who is directing
his answer to what is politically feasible at this particular moment.
As a student of history, it seems to me that all of society will de-
velop in that direction. Whatever form it might take in this coun-
try, I don’t know. I don’t think anybody could tell you what form
it would take.

The CHAIRMAN. I am going to insist that you answer that ques-
tion.

Mr. AUERBACH. That is my answer, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Will you read the question, Mr. Reporter?

[The reporter read the pending question.]

Mr. AUERBACH. Yes. As I have explained, I think that a Com-
munist state would be superior to a capitalist state.
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The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask you this. Do you feel that com-
munism as practiced in Russia today is superior to our form of gov-
ernment?

Mr. AUERBACH. I would say that communism as practiced in Rus-
sia today is superior to any previous form of government. Now, it
may be that communism as it will be practiced here some time in
the future may be superior to that.

Senator JACKSON. He has not answered the question.

The CHAIRMAN. I will insist that you answer the question.

Mr. AUERBACH. As a form of society, I think it is superior—I am
answering your question directly, Senator—I think it is superior,
because of the fact that exploitation is no longer there, that the so-
ciety is not run for profit, and that it does open the way to a form
of society where everyone can give according to his ability and re-
ceive according to his need.

Senator MCCLELLAN. Do you associate with that view an expres-
sion on slave labor camps in Russia?

M&' AUERBACH. I believe that is the part of the cold war propa-
ganda

Senator JACKSON. You do not believe it exists?

Mr. AUERBACH. I believe that they have penal camps, and that
they have a form of prison reform which might include labor
camps.

Senator JACKSON. Do you think the slave labor camps in the So-
viet Union are examples relating to penal reform?

Mr. AUERBACH. From what I know, it seems to me that they are
work camps where they attempt to rehabilitate prisoners, and so
on.
Senator JACKSON. It is to rehabilitate them, to build them up,
that these slave labor camps are maintained?

Mr. AUERBACH. According to my information on the subject.

The CHAIRMAN. Were you acquainted with Reed Harris?

Mr. AUERBACH. I don’t know the name at all.

The CHAIRMAN. Pardon?

Mr. AUERBACH. Reed Harris? No. I don’t know the name, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Have you read the newspapers lately about Mr.
Reed Harris, who was connected with the information program?

Mr. AUERBACH. No.

The CHAIRMAN. That name does not strike a bell?

Mr. AUERBACH. It doesn’t strike any chord, no.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you recall that you ever addressed a meeting
at which Reed Harris was one of the speakers, and Mr. Donald
Henderson was the other speaker?

Mr. AUERBACH. I don’t recall any such meeting.

Mr. CoHN. November 25,1932, involving a Professor Leo Galla-
gher, who had been expelled from the faculty of the University of
California.

Mr. AUERBACH. I don’t recall any such meeting.

The CHAIRMAN. Does that name “Gallagher” refresh your recol-
lection?

Mr. AUERBACH. It does not.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know Donald Henderson?

Mr. AUERBACH. I will refuse to answer that, on the ground of

Mr. CoHN. Do you know a man named Oakley Johnson?
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Mr. AUERBACH. The same answer there.

Mr. CoHN. Do you deny that you, Henderson, Johnson, and Reed
Harris addressed this meeting?

Mr. AUERBACH. I don’t deny it. I just don’t recall such a meeting.

Senator SYMINGTON. Recently a man died, Stalin. Do you think
he was a great man?

Mr. AUERBACH. I certainly do. I think he was a great man.

Senator SYMINGTON. Once he was supposed to have been asked
how many people he had to kill in order to effect the Kulak revolu-
tion in Russia. And he answered, presumably: “Ten million in four
years. It was awful.” Do you think there was anything in that ques-
tion and answer?

Mr. AUERBACH. I don’t know what authority you are quoting,
Senator. It sounds to me like the kind of question and answer that
someone would use who had some other purpose in mind.

Senator SYMINGTON. Well, it was in Time magazine, and I read
it, and I just wondered what you thought of it. You do think, in
order to have a society like there is in Russia today, it is proper
to starve or Kkill people to any great extent to get it? Do you think
it is worth that much? Would you be in favor of the purges that
have gone on in Russia in order to get what is in Russia?

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, you are asking me something that is very
difficult to answer.

Senator SYMINGTON. I see that.

Mr. AUERBACH. It is very difficult.

Senator SYMINGTON. But my impression was that you felt that
in Russia today they had a better system than we have here. Do
you think that the means that they went to to get that system,
which involved the destruction of a great deal of property and a
great many lives, was proper, under the man that you say you
think was a very great man?

Mr. AUERBACH. I think that a great deal of that has been exag-
gerated. But undoubtedly there was a great deal of violence con-
nected with the revolution in Russia, as there is in any revolution.

Senator SYMINGTON. And since the revolution? Would you say
since the revolution?

Mr. AUERBACH. And undoubtedly there was some since the revo-
lution, although I think that a great deal of that is exaggerated
and used for propaganda purposes.

Senator JACKSON. In other words, if there is anything that is
really adverse that comes out in the paper about the Soviet Union,
you think for the most part that is pretty much propaganda?

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, I wouldn’t put it that way at all. I think
that a great deal of it is propaganda, and a great deal of it is a
part of the so called psychological war of nerves.

Senator SYMINGTON. Would you be willing to undertake a reason-
able amount of purging in this country in order to get our system
up to the standard of the Soviet Union?

Mr. AUERBACH. I would not be willing to undertake anything of
the kind.

Senator SYMINGTON. So that you think it could be right over
there and wrong over here; is that it?

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, I believe this country has a different future
ahead of it, and that its development will take place on a basis of
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vxihat is here, not what took place in the Soviet Union or anywhere
else.

Senator JACKSON. You have stated, Mr. Allen, that when a ma-
jority of the people of the United States desire the Communist form
of government, they will have it. Are you suggesting to the com-
mittee that that is the way communism comes into being in a given
country?

Mr. AUERBACH. What I am suggesting is that I believe that com-
munism—By the way, in order to have our terms straight, when
I speak of communism, strictly speaking, that is not the form of so-
ciety they have in the Soviet Union.

Senator JACKSON. I know. I will come to that in a minute.

Mr. AUERBACH. What they have there is a form of socialism. And
when that was established, in 1917, as you know, it was the result
of a revolution, and a rather violent revolution. Not that it was the
will of the Russian Communists that it should take place that way.

As you know, there were others that were interested in pre-
venting that revolution.

Senator JACKSON. Can you name a country where a majority of
the people have voted for communism, have voted it in?

Mr. AUERBACH. I believe that the majority of the people in old
Russia wanted it, or they wouldn’t have had it. It would have been
impossible for them to obtain power.

Senator JACKSON. Can you name a country where the majority
of the people voted in communism? You testified here earlier that
when a majority of the American people wanted communism they
would have it, and you have also testified that you are opposed to
using force and violence to achieve that objective.

Mr. AUERBACH. That all depends on what you mean by “voted
in.” Well, the actual process may not have been through the ballot;
that is, a voting in.

Senator JACKSON. Well, how is it going to come into being?

Mr. AUERBACH. That depends on what the circumstances in the
country are. I certainly am no soothsayer and don’t know how
things are going to happen here.

Senator JACKSON. Let us see if I can get your position straight,
because I think this is important. Do you believe that the Com-
munist society, as distinguished from the Soviet Union—You are
talking about the communist society as an ideal objective. I assume
that is it.

Mr. AUERBACH. The next stage of social development, yes.

Senator JACKSON. Do you say that that should come into exist-
ence in a given country through the normal democratic process? Or
should it come into being through the use of force and violence?

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, I would say that it can come into being
through the normal democratic process. I don’t see any reason why
it can’t.

Senator JACKSON. Has it ever so come into being in any country?

Mr. AUERBACH. Unless there is such opposition to it

Senator JACKSON. Has it ever come into being in a country with-
out force or violence?

Mr. AUERBACH. That all depends. Now, China, of course, is not
a socialist country.

Senator JACKSON. What is it?
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Mr. AUERBACH. It is what is known as a people’s democracy, and
it is on the way to socialism.

Senator JACKSON. It is a people’s democracy. Well, I would like
for you, if you can, for the benefit of this committee, to give us one
country where communism has come in by the means that you ap-
parently advocate, namely, peaceful means.

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, the Soviets took power largely by peaceful
means.

Senator JACKSON. You are a student of history. That is why I ask
you the question.

Mr. AUERBACH. It took part largely by peaceful means. The vio-
lence took place after the taking of power, largely.

Senator JACKSON. I take it that your testimony is that the
present regime in Russia, and the previous regime, came into exist-
ence by reason of the utilization of peaceful means. I believe that
is your testimony. Is that your testimony?

Mr. AUERBACH. In Russia, in general, yes. That is what took
place.

Senator JACKSON. And you are a student of history.

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, I consider myself something of a student of
history.

Senator JACKSON. And how did it come into being in Czecho-
slovakia?

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, it came after a war, did it not?

Senator JACKSON. I say, did it come by democratic process?

Mr. AUERBACH. It came after a war, and the Czechoslovakian
government was established by a democratic process.

Senator JACKSON. Which government are you talking about? The
Communist government?

Mr. AUERBACH. The one that is in power now.

Senator JACKSON. And they have a democratic government in
Czechoslovakia?

Mr. AUERBACH. They have a people’s form of democracy.

Senator JACKSON. And communism came into being in Czecho-
slovakia, or what you call a people’s form of democracy, through
peaceful, democratic means?

Mr. AUERBACH. That is what took place throughout eastern Eu-
rope.

Senator JACKSON. Will you answer the question?

Mr. AUERBACH. Yes.

Senator JACKSON. It came by peaceful means?

Mr. AUERBACH. Yes.

Senator JACKSON. And it took place in the Soviet Union the same
way?

Mr. AUERBACH. Not in exactly the same form.

Senator JACKSON. By peaceful means, though?

Mr. AUERBACH. It came into power peacefully.

Senator JACKSON. You are a marvelous student of history.

Senator MCCLELLAN. You said it came into power in Russia by
peaceful means, and that the violence took place afterwards, I be-
lieve?

Mr. AUERBACH. The violence took place, and a counter-revolution
arose.
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Senator MCCLELLAN. The violence you refer to: Do you associate
the purges with that?

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, I don’t know what you mean by “purges,”
Senator.

Senator JACKSON. The Czar gave up peacefully?

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, the Czar was out. You know, the Czar
wasn’t there when the Soviets took power.

Senator JACKSON. I am talking about the Czarist regime.

Mr. AUERBACH. He had already been executed.

Senator JACKSON. But that was a peaceful execution?

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, he had been executed while the Kerensky
government was in power.

Senator JACKSON. And how did they get rid of the Kerensky gov-
ernment?

Mr. AUERBACH. They were voted out by the congress of Soviets.

Senator MCCLELLAN. They were voted out by bullets, were they
not?

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, they are the ones that brought bullets in,
weren’t they? They were the ones that organized the counter-revo-
lutionary elements.

Senator JACKSON. You are familiar with the statement in Pravda
recently, in which they announced that there is a Zionist plot in
the Soviet Union. Do you go along with that statement?

Mr. AUERBACH. I don’t know all the circumstances involved
there, and I haven’t followed that too closely. But I do know this,
that over a long period of years the Communists in the Soviet
Union have fought Zionism. And this is nothing new in their policy.

Senator JACKSON. And are you in favor of that?

Mr. AUERBACH. Zionism as a reactionary form of nationalism—
it does have its dangerous aspects.

Senator JACKSON. You are opposed to Zionism as such?

Mr. AUERBACH. I am opposed to Zionism as a philosophy and a
program, yes.

Mr. CoHN. Did you ever disagree with anything in Pravda that
you read?

Mr. AUERBACH. I don’t read Pravda.

The CHAIRMAN. You say you do not read Pravda?

Mr. AUERBACH. I don’t read Pravda.

Mr. CoHN. You read translations of articles from Pravde don’t
you?

Mr. AUERBACH. Very occasionally. Those that are reported in the
newspaper.

The CHAIRMAN. When you were foreign editor of the Daily Work-
er, did you ever read translations of articles from Pravda?

Mr. AUERBACH. May I consult with my lawyer?

[Mr. Auerbach confers with Mr. Forer.]

Mr. AUERBACH. I will refuse to answer that question, Senator, on
the grounds previously indicated.

Senator MCCLELLAN. I have one more question, Mr. Chairman.

I believe in the beginning of your testimony you refused to an-
swer whether you were a Communist or not, on the ground that
it might incriminate you.

Mr. AUERBACH. Substantially, yes.
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Senator MCCLELLAN. In view of the admissions you have made
here with respect to your views, do you now insist that it might in-
criminate you if you answer that question?

M}; AUERBACH. You mean if you were to ask me the question
now?

Senator MCCLELLAN. I will ask it again, and ask you whether
you think it would incriminate you now, in view of the testimony
you have already given.

Are you a member of the Communist party?

Mr. AUERBACH. My answer would remain the same as previously.

Senator MCCLELLAN. You refuse to answer on the ground that it
might incriminate you?

Mr. AUERBACH. On the ground of my constitutional privilege
under the Fifth Amendment.

Senator MCCLELLAN. Well, are you sincere in believing it might
incriminate you if you answered truthfully?

Mr. AUERBACH. If I answered truthfully and sincerely.

Senator MCCLELLAN. I ask you now: Are you of the opinion that
it might incriminate you if you answered the question truthfully?

Mr. AUERBACH. May I consult?

[Mr. Auerbach confers with Mr. Forer.]

Mr. AUERBACH. It might tend to.

The CHAIRMAN. That was not the question.

Senator MCCLELLAN. No, I am asking you if you are sincere

Mr. AUERBACH. I am sincere.

Senator MCCLELLAN [continuing]. In making the statement that
you are afraid it might incriminate you.

Mr. AUERBACH. That it might tend to incriminate me, yes.

Senator MCCLELLAN. Do you think it would add any particular
force to the testimony you have already given as to whether you
are a Communist or not?

Mr. AUERBACH. I don’t quite understand your question.

Senator MCCLELLAN. In other words, do you not think you have
already admitted in the record that you subscribe to all of the phi-
losophy and the objectives of communism? Have you not already
admitted it?

Mr. AUERBACH. What I have done, of course, is discuss my opin-
ions and my beliefs.

Senator MCCLELLAN. You have pointed out that there is a dif-
ference in your opinion

Mr. AUERBACH. I believe it was Senator McCarthy who said I
had a right to any opinion or belief.

Senator MCCLELLAN. You have. I am not questioning that.

What I am saying is: Is there any difference between the beliefs
you have expressed, and communism? You say you do not want to
answer whether you are a Communist or not. Can you point out
any difference in the opinions you have expressed here as your be-
liefs?, and what the Communist party stands for? Can you point out
any?

[Mr. Auerbach confers with Mr. Forer.]

Senator MCCLELLAN. I would like for the record to show a long
consultation with counsel.

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, I have discussed my beliefs, stated my be-
liefs.
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Senator MCCLELLAN. I agree with you.

Mr. AUERBACH. But when a question of being a member or not
being a member of the Communist party is raised, that is on an-
other order. That is an organizational question.

Senator MCCLELLAN. I am asking you now, in view of the beliefs
that you have expressed here for the record, and on the record: Can
you point out any difference between those beliefs and the beliefs
of communism and what the Communist party stands for? Can you
point out any difference? In all fairness to you, if there is some rea-
son why you do not want to admit you are a Communist, can you
point out any difference between what you have expressed here on
the record and what communism stands for, and its objectives?

Mr. AUERBACH. May I consult?

[Mr. Auerbach confers with Mr. Forer.]

Mr. AUERBACH. Well, we are getting to very fine points here. My
answer would be, “No.”

Senator MCCLELLAN. I thank you very much.

Mr. AUERBACH. We are merely within the realm of belief, talking
about opinions and beliefs.

Senator JACKSON. In other words, you believe in the objectives
and the things that the Communist party stands for?

Mr. AUERBACH. Its general objectives, yes.

Senator JACKSON. Of the Communist party, as we know it?

Mr. AUERBACH. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask this: If the Communist party objec-
tives could not be achieved in this country by peaceful means,
would you favor achieving them by force and violence?

Mr. AUERBACH. That is one of those “iffy” questions about the fu-
ture that one never knows how it is going to turn out. I am not
in favor of achieving it by force and violence, and I would like to
s}eie it achieved as peacefully as possible. I would certainly work for
that.

The CHAIRMAN. I think you can answer that question. As I say,
we are interested in this, because you are one of the men whose
books are being used to fight communism throughout the world, be-
lieve it or not.

Mr. AUERBACH. That is news to me. I would like to know how
that happened.

Senator JACKSON. The chairman might have placed the witness
in serious trouble, if the Communist party finds out he has been
used to fight them. He will be up for disloyalty.

The CHAIRMAN. In view of the fact that you are being used, and
we are paying money to buy your books, to fight communism, I
think we are entitled to an answer to that question. That is this:
If you can not achieve a Communist society in this country by
peaceful means, if it is found to be impossible, then would you
favor using force to accomplish that objective?

Mr. AUERBACH. I would answer that question by saying I am not
in favor of using force and violence to obtain that objective. As to
the alternative you place, I am in no position, nor is anyone else
in position to know.

The CHAIRMAN. I am going to insist that you answer that. I say:
If you could not achieve a Communist society in this country by
peaceful means, if you find that is impossible, then would you favor
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achieving it by force and violence? The only grounds upon which
I would let you avoid answering that is if you say that the answer
will tend to incriminate you.

[Mr. Auerbach confers with Mr. Forer.]

Mr. AUERBACH. I can’t answer the question, because I have no
opinion on it. I haven’t thought about it, and I haven’t tried to de-
termine an answer to that question. I just don’t have any opinion.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, at this time you say you do not
know whether you would favor using force and violence to establish
a Communist society in this country, if it could not be done by
peaceful means? You say you cannot answer that. You do not know.

Mr. AUERBACH. I can’t answer it, because one does not know just
what kind of circumstances would arise, how a question like that
would arise. I have given it no thought and have no opinion on it.

Senator MCCLELLAN. You are not willing to say under oath at
this time that you would not?

Mr. AUERBACH. I am not willing to say under oath anything on
the question, because I do not know.

The CHAIRMAN. At Communist meetings, did you ever discuss the
necessity of establishing a Communist society in America by using
force and violence?

Mr. AUERBACH. I will have to claim my privilege on that, sir,

The CHAIRMAN. Did you know anyone on the Daily Worker, ever,
at any time, who was not a member of the Communist party?

Mr. AUERBACH. I will have to claim my privilege on that one, too,
sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Your testimony under oath is that you do not
know Reed Harris?

Mr. AUERBACH. I do not recall him in any way.

Senator MCCLELLAN. I suggest, Mr. Chairman, you further iden-
tify Reed Harris, the position he now holds, where he went to
school, and the meetings attended. Let us see if we cannot refresh
his memory.

The CHAIRMAN. Reed Harris, according to the testimony here-
tofore taken before this committee, attended Columbia University
and was expelled or suspended. He had been editor of the Spec-
tator. He appeared at a meeting at Columbia to defend Don Hen-
derson, who was about to lose his contract as a teacher. Henderson,
at that time, was identified as a Communist. He is the man who
has been identified as having appeared on a platform with you,
Oakley Johnson, Donald Henderson, to defend Mr. Gallagher, Mr.
Leo Gallagher, a professor being expelled from the University of
California because of Communist activities. He has been active in
the WPA, the Writers Project, has worked under Alsberg, is now
the deputy administrator of the International Information Adminis-
tration. With that information, is it your testimony that you have
no recollection now of ever having met him?

Mr. AUERBACH. That is my testimony. I have no recollection of
ever having met him, nor do I have a recollection of the meeting
that you referred to.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you know Owen Lattimore?

Mr. AUERBACH. Yes, I think I met him at one meeting. That is,
I am not quite sure, but at a previous hearing that question was
asked me, and I was shown a memorandum saying that such a
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meeting was held, at which he was present and I was present, and
I assume that if there was such a memorandum—it was many
years ago—it was so. I just didn’t recollect having met him.

The CHAIRMAN. What meeting was that? Where was it held?

Mr. AUERBACH. That was a meeting of the IPR.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. And that was the only meeting you ever attended
with Owen Lattimore?

Mr. AUERBACH. Yes, if he was there, and I assume he was.

The CHAIRMAN. Is it your testimony that you never received in-
structions, either directly or indirectly, to your knowledge, from
Moscow, so far as Communist activities were concerned?

Mr. AUERBACH. I will claim my privilege on that.

The CHAIRMAN. I think I have no further questions of this wit-
ness at this time.

You will be requested, or perhaps I should say ordered, to appear
tomorrow morning at 10:15 in this room. And that will be a public
hearing. You will have the same rights as far as counsel is con-
cerned as you have today.

Mr. CoHN. I think you have another witness, Mr. Forer.

Mr. FORER. Shall I bring him in?

Mr. COHN. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Will, you raise your right hand, sir?

In this matter now in hearing before the committee, do you sol-
emnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the
truth, so help you God?

Mr. MANDEL. I do.

Mr. CoHN. Give us your full name, please.

TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM MARX MANDEL (ACCOMPANIED BY
HIS COUNSEL, JOSEPH FORER)

Mr. MANDEL. William Marx Mandel.

Mr. ConN. Is that M-a-r-x?

Mr. MANDEL. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. And where do you reside?

Mr. MANDEL. 545 West 164th Street, New York City.

The CHAIRMAN. Is that the name you have always gone under?

Mr. MANDEL. I refuse to answer that question, under my privi-
lege within the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution, not to testify
against myself.

The CHAIRMAN. May I ask this question? Is that the name that
you bore when you were, we will say, one year old? If you think
it will incriminate you, you may refuse to answer.

Mr. MANDEL. I will stick to the Fifth Amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, you say if you tell us what your
name was when you were a year old, it might tend to incriminate
you?

Mr. MANDEL. Well, it is quite obvious that carried up to the
present day, it may lead to something which might tend to incrimi-
nate me.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, it is a broad privilege.

Senator JACKSON. Is this your true name, that you gave the com-
mittee?

Mr. MANDEL. That is my true name.
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Senator JACKSON. Your true name. And what was your full
name, again?

Mr. MANDEL. William Marx Mandel, M-a-n-d-e-1.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask you this: Have you written under
pseudonyms?

Mr. MANDEL. I will have to give the same reply.

The CHAIRMAN. You refuse to answer on the ground that it might
incriminate you?

Mr. MANDEL. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Are you the author of Soviet Far East and Central
Asia, Mr. Mandel 2

Mr. MANDEL. I am.

Mr. CoHN. When did you write that book?

Mr. MANDEL. Well, I think I wrote most of it in 1942, and I think
some of the additional material came in 1943, ’42—43.

Mr. CoHN. Were you a member of the Communist party in 1942—
437

Mr. MANDEL. I must refuse to answer that question, under my
privilege within the Fifth Amendment not to be a witness against
myself.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever engaged in espionage?

Mr. MANDEL. No.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know of any Communists who ever did engage
in espionage or any related activity?

Mr. MANDEL. I don’t understand “related activity.”

Mr. ConN. I will withdraw that. Did you know of any Com-
munists who have engaged in espionage?

Mr. MANDEL. No.

Mr. CoHN. Are you a member of the Communist party today?

The CHAIRMAN. The question is: Are you a member of the Com-
munist party as of today?

Mr. MANDEL. I refuse to answer under the Fifth Amendment.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever engaged in sabotage or any other ille-
gal act against the United States?

Mr. MANDEL. I refuse to answer under the Fifth Amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Will you separate the question?

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever engaged in sabotage against the
United States?

Mr. MANDEL. I refuse to answer under the Fifth Amendment.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever violated any law of the United States?

The CHAIRMAN. I don’t think that is a proper question.

Senator JACKSON. Beyond the scope of the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Mandel, have you ever been convicted of any
crime?

[Mr. Mandel confers with Mr. Forer.]

Mr. MANDEL. Will you repeat the question, please?

The CHAIRMAN. The question was: Were you ever convicted of a
crime?

Mr. MANDEL. If disorderly conduct be regarded as such—I think
it is a misdemeanor—the answer is “yes.”

2William Mandel, The Soviet Far East and Central Asia (New York, International Secretariat,
Institute of Pacific Relations, 1944).
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Mr. CoHN. In connection with what? That is a matter of public
record, I suppose. In connection with a demonstration or riot or
something?

Mr. MANDEL. No, the answer is that I was selling a pamphlet,
about twenty-odd years ago, or perhaps not that long ago.

Mr. CoHN. What was the pamphlet?

Mr. MANDEL. The pamphlet was called “The Truth about Father
Coughlin.”

The CHAIRMAN. And you were arrested at that time and con-
victed of disorderly conduct?

Mr. MANDEL. That is my recollection.

The CHAIRMAN. And that is the only time that you were either
arrested and convicted of any crime?

Mr. MANDEL. Other than traffic violations, or things of that kind.
That is the best of my recollection.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know Louis F. Budenz.

Mr. MANDEL. Fifth Amendment.

Mr. CoHN. Would you fight for the United States against the So-
viet Union in the event the United States Congress declared war
against the Soviet Union?

Mr. MANDEL. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Under any circumstances?

Mr. MANDEL. If the United States Congress declared war, yes.

Mr. CoHN. You would. Do you believe that our cause in Korea
is a just cause?

Mr. MANDEL. No.

Mr. ConN. You do not?

Mr. MANDEL. No.

Mr. CoHN. Would you fight on the side of the United States and
the United Nations in Korea?

Mr. MANDEL. Under the laws of the country, if required to, yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you think the cause of the North Koreans and
the Chinese Communists is a just cause in Korea?

[Mr. Mandel confers with Mr. Forer.]

Mr. MANDEL. The answer is “yes.”

The CHAIRMAN. It is a just cause?

Mr. MANDEL. That is correct.

Mr. CouN. That is very interesting. What did you say your occu-
pation was at the present time?

Mr. MANDEL. Let me preface my reply, and I will answer the
question if you insist. My occupation at the present time has, as
will be evident if you press me, no conceivable relation to any busi-
ness before this committee. Therefore, to request this—and I will
answer it if you press me—can only have the effect, if this is later
made public, of causing me to lose my livelihood, something which
I will make the most of, I state quite candidly.

Mr. CoHN. Is that a threat?

Mr. MANDEL. That is not a threat. That is simply a statement.

Mr. COHN. Where are you going to make the most of it?

The CHAIRMAN. On the reason for calling you, or not, you said
the question of your occupation would have nothing to do with
what is before the committee. We are checking into the information
program, which has been costing us, oh, $125 mill or $135 million
a year. And we have been checking into the background, the activi-
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ties, on some of the individuals who are being used in this fight
against communism. That is the announced objective of the infor-
mation program. And I think under the circumstances it is a perti-
nent question to ask you about your background, what you are
doing today.

I do not know what you are doing today, you see, until you an-
swer the question.

Mr. MANDEL. I am a writer of medical advertising copy to the
profession.

Mr. CoHN. How long have you been doing that kind of work?

Mr. MANDEL. Oh, since shortly after the last time I was before
a committee hearing here in Washington.

Mr. CoHN. What were you doing before that?

Mr. MANDEL. Before that I was in the furniture business for a
year.

Mr. CoHN. And what were you doing between then and the time
you were before some other committee?

Mr. MANDEL. I have been before one previous committee. Let me
see, now. I have been in this work for a year. I was in the furniture
business for just about a year, I would imagine. And last prior to
that, I was employed as a translator for the Stefansson Library at
14 St. Luke’s Place, New York City.

The CHAIRMAN. Is that Vilhjalmur Stefannson?

Mr. MANDEL. Vilhjalmur, yes.

The CHAIRMAN. I would like to get your thought on this. You
seem to think that we should not inquire as to your occupation as
of today. If you have any valid grounds on which you want to urge
that, we would be glad to hear them.

Mr. MANDEL. Yes. The advertising business is a very public rela-
tions-conscious business, and the firm by which I am employed has
important concerns as its clients, and they are probably more pub-
lic relations-conscious than is necessary. That is the situation in
the industry. So that if it became public knowledge that someone
employed by that firm had been before this committee, that, in
itself, would probably—it is a guess; I think a sound guess—would
probably be cause for my losing my employment.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, now, I do not want to argue this point with
you, but I would like to get the thought of the other senators on
this.

My thought is, Senator Jackson, that here you have a man who
says, “If T tell you the truth about whether I am a Communist
today, that might incriminate me.” It creates a strong inference,
certainly, that he is a member of the Communist party. Otherwise,
it could not very well incriminate him. His works are being used
to fight communism. He is now writing advertising copy, material
being read by the general public. I can’t think of any reason why
his occupation should not be known. Do you?

Senator JACKSON. Well, I think that the committee has a right,
on the basis of asking the routine questions incident to an over-all
investigation, to ask what a man is doing and where he lives. On
that basis also, I think we have the right to ask.

Might I say to the witness: I am sure you are realistic enough
to know that when you come before a committee in open session
it will be known in time whether you have answered, and maybe
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in a way that might confuse the public; it will be known that you
have appeared, and it will be brought out through the press that
you worked for such and such a company. And it would occur to
me that in order to keep the record straight, you should simply
state it. You are in that situation, and apparently that is the price
you have to pay as a member of the Communist party.

The CHAIRMAN. And as a country, we are apparently dedicated
to the idea that communism is wrong, that it is set to destroy us,
that it is a conspiracy, that it is a crime to be a member if you are
aware of the conspiracy. Therefore, when a man comes before the
committee and says, “I will not tell whether I am a Communist or
not,” he, I believe, forfeits any right or any privilege or special pro-
tection by the committee. I think he should answer all the ques-
tions. Under the circumstances, the answer will stay in the record.

Mr. CoHN. Will you give us the name and address of your busi-
ness, and telephone number, at the present time?

Mr. MANDEL. Yes. The only point I want to make before answer-
ing it is that I claim no privilege on this matter, and I simply want
to point out that if the committee wishes to face the onus of caus-
ing loss of a job, not in any abstract sense—I don’t think that con-
cerns the committee at all—but in the practical sense of the im-
pression that might be created upon the public, if that is the case,
I will, since I am aware of no privilege on this matter, be happy
to give you the information.

The CHAIRMAN. May I say that I get the impression from what
you said that you were threatening the committee. When you are
outside the committee room, you can say anything you like about
this committee, and if you are a member of the Communist party,
as you indicate by your answer, you are dedicated, of course, to at-
tacking this committee, regardless of whether you lose your job. I
have been a subject of attacks by every Communist writer, every
Communist in the country. None of them, as far as I know, have
been supporting me or this committee. So that you are not impress-
ing us at all by any threat to attack it. You will be just one of a
long line, if you do answer the question.

Mr. MANDEL. The firm I am employed by is L. W. Frohlich, F-
r-o-h-1-i-c-h, and Company, and I don’t know at the moment—they
are in three buildings. I suppose the legal address is 76 East 52nd
Street, New York City.

Mr. CoHN. What kind of a firm did you say this was?

Mr. MANDEL. They advertise medical products to the profession
solely. That is their business.

Mr. CoHN. Do they have any connection with the government in
any way, any government work?

Mr. MANDEL. None whatever, to the best of my knowledge.

Mr. CoHN. I have no further questions of this witness, Mr. Chair-
man.

You have told us you are the author of Soviet Far East and Cen-
tral Asia?

Mr. MANDEL. That is right.

Mr. CoHN. You decline to tell us whether or not you were a mem-
ber of the Communist party at the time you wrote that book?

Mr. MANDEL. That is correct, for the reason stated.
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Mr. CoHN. Is there anything in that book unfavorable to the So-
viet Union?

Mr. MANDEL. I haven’t read the book in quite a while.

Mr. CoHN. Can you give us your best recollection on it?

Mr. MANDEL. As far as that book is concerned, I cannot say off-
hand. I can state that, as I stated to a committee last year, I am
aware of injustices, errors, and more of them than I have described
in things that I have written, and have no hesitation discussing
them, and I simply don’t know, frankly, whether in that work at
that time I discussed that or not.

Senator JACKSON. Have you written anything unfavorable to the
Soviet Union at any time?

Mr. MANDEL. In the first place, you would have to define the
term. In short, if one describes the term “favorable” as meaning
that everything that happens there is good and nothing that hap-
pens there is bad, then I would say that I certainly have written
unfavorable things. I just don’t recall. The book was written ten
years ago, is on a specialized subject, and I just don’t recall.

Senator JACKSON. What is your opinion of the anti-Semitism in
the Soviet Union?

Mr. MANDEL. Being a Jew, I have certain standards on the basis
of which to judge that. I have never encountered an anti-Semitic
government in history that had a Jewish member of its cabinet.

Mr. CoHN. Who is the member of the Jewish Cabinet?

Mr. MANDEL. Kaganovich, K-a-g-a-n-o-v-i-c-h.

The CHAIRMAN. What is his position?

Mr. MANDEL. He is one of the vice premiers, one of the members
of the five inner cabinet under the present administration.

Mr. CoHN. I think Senator Jackson’s question was addressed to
these purges. Do you approve of the anti-Semitic purges?

Mr. MANDEL. I think that is utter nonsense.

Mr. CoHN. That is just counter-revolutionary propaganda?

Mr. MANDEL. It is not counter-revolutionary propaganda. It is
nonsense. I went down and bought a copy of True, Soviet Labor
party. I bought copies of Pravda at the library next to the main
public library on 42nd Street. Four days after this thing happened,
that comes over by air mail, when our post office doesn’t stop it.

And on the same front page of the same paper which presented
the indictment of these physicians, there was an announcement of
the meeting the previous evening of the committee of Judges for
Stalin prize awards in the literature and science for this coming
year.

Among the eleven judges are two men who are well-known to be
Jewish.

Mr. CoHN. And that is that?

Mr. MANDEL. And many similar things. If you want a lecture for
an hour and a half, I would be glad to give it to you.

Mr. ConN. Do you know a man named Aaron Berg, who is a very
high functionary in the Soviet Union at the present time?

Mr. MANDEL. He is a very prominent writer. I don’t know that
he has a function of any kind.

The CHAIRMAN. Just one question. As I read the account of the
trials in the Slansky and other cases, the news stories were to the
effect that some of the individuals confessed to being Zionists. They
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were hung. That apparently was a major part of their alleged
crime.

Would you agree that it would be a crime to be a Zionist?

Mr. MANDEL. Their crimes under the indictment were military
treason, economic treason, murder, and a fourth which I don’t re-
call at the moment. You may have whatever opinion you care to
about the confessions and the evidence. The fact is that they de-
scribe at great length the crimes which they committed. And it is
a rather interesting fact to me that the New York Herald Tribune
correspondent reported from Washington a couple of days later that
informed anti-Communists in Washington apparently feel that
these men were a little inept and stupid, and more able men will
have to be gotten into that job next time.

Senator JACKSON. Well, let me ask you this: You do not think it
is unusual that simultaneously, at least, leaders of the Communist
party in the Soviet Union and the satellite areas of Jewish origin
were all brought to trial at once?

Mr. MANDEL. The United States government is openly and pub-
licly engaged in a program of espionage against the Soviet Union.
In order to do this kind of thing, you have got to have people who
are going to be able to get inside of those countries. Now, the State
Department, which you gentlemen seem to have differences with,
has pursued a policy of cutting off trade with those countries.
Therefore you cannot possibly use a businessman as cover for that
kind of operation. The other side has cut down the number of jour-
nalists which they admit in to a very small number. Therefore, it
is very difficult to find more people like Oatis to do that kind of
job. And so what you are left with is the possibility of using who-
ever can get in. Now, the allegedly anti-Semitic governments of the
east European countries permitted only Jewish organizations, and
particularly this Joint Distribution Committee, to function within
their territories after World War II, despite the fact that there are
similar Ukranian organizations.

Pardon me just one moment.

And apparently they did so on the grounds that the Jews had
suffered special persecution. So that it would seem entirely logical
to me that a government which is by open proclamation engaged
in espionage in their countries as our government is would utilize
whatever organization comes to hand that has access to those coun-
tries.

Therefore, it is not at all surprising that certain people with that
kind of connection were brought to trial.

Senator JACKSON. You said the Ukrainian organizations were not
allowed to function.

Mr. MANDEL. To the best of my knowledge. Remember, I am
speaking of foreign non-Soviet and east European organizations.

Senator JACKSON. What did you say about a Ukrainian organiza-
tion?

Mr. MANDEL. I said Ukrainian organizations existing in the
United States and Canada were not permitted to function on a par-
allel relief basis as the Joint Distribution Committee was.

Senator JACKSON. Well, the Ukrainians have never been very re-
liable so far as the Soviets are concerned.
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Mr. MANDEL. That is a matter of opinion. I would say the record
of World War II is that the overwhelming majority of the Ukrain-
ians were entirely loyal. Hitler put up a puppet government which
fell to pieces in a few weeks.

Senator JACKSON. When they are fighting for their home that is
something else; but I am talking about reliable from an ideological
standpoint.

Mr. MANDEL. My opinion, since it is a matter of opinion, is that
the overwhelming majority of the Ukrainians have been loyal to
the Soviet Union during the vast bulk of this thirty-five-year pe-
riod.

Senator JACKSON. So you do not think it is unusual that Anna
Pauker has been removed?

Mr. MANDEL. Anna Pauker’s successor is a man named Simon
Bugitch, who is also a Jew.

Senator JACKSON. You do not think that the Jewish leaders in
the Czechoslovakian government, that were all purged at the same
time, and the doctors in the Kremlin, provide any significant pat-
tern? You think that is totally unrelated to any anti-Semitism
within the Soviet Union?

Mr. MANDEL. The foreign minister of Czechoslovakia, who is here
at the present time, is Jewish, and so forth, on down the line.

Senator JACKSON. I am glad you said that.

Would you like to assure the committee that their tenure is going
to be pretty certain for the future, so we can check on this?

The CHAIRMAN. I am afraid he could not do that.

Let me ask you this question: Do you think the Communist soci-
ety is superior to our society in this country?

Mr. MANDEL. That would be an interesting question to debate.
But there again, circumstances being what they are, and legislation
being what it is, I am afraid that I would have to rely upon the
Fifth Amendment and refuse to reply to that question.

The CHAIRMAN. Let us rephrase the question. Do you think the
present type of Communist government as it exists in Russia is su-
perior to the present form of government as it exists in the United
States of America?

Mr. MANDEL. That I am afraid is governed by exactly the same
privilege, in view of legislation and prosecutions that have taken
place, with which Mr. Cohn is quite familiar.

Mr. CoHN. Thank you.

Mr. MANDEL. So that I am afraid I am unable to answer that
question.

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, is it your answer that if you told
us the truth in answer to that question, you think that that answer
might tend to incriminate you?

Mr. MANDEL. No, sir. I think that the Fifth Amendment has as
its purpose to protect the innocent, and I think that the origin of
the Fifth Amendment lies in the protection of political dissent.

The CHAIRMAN. You will then be ordered to answer the question.

[Mr. Mandel confers with Mr. Forer.]

The CHAIRMAN. May I say to counsel that I do not want to inter-
rupt the consultation, but
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Mr. FORER. I think he misunderstood the preceding question, and
his answer to that led to your direction. That is what I think is the
situation.

But I understand the chair’s position.

Mr. MANDEL. What was the question prior to the last question?

The CHAIRMAN. Maybe I should rephrase the question.

The question originally asked was: Do you consider the present
Communist government in Russia more desirable than the present
government which we have in the United States?

Mr. MANDEL. And to that question I will reply that I refuse to
answer under the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution.

The CHAIRMAN. Now my question to you is, do you feel that if
you told the truth in answer to that question, your answer might
tend to incriminate you?

Mr. MANDEL. Yes. Let me make this clear——

The CHAIRMAN. First, just so you will understand us fully: You
see, you are not entitled to claim privilege if you incriminate your-
self by committing perjury. It is only when a truthful answer will
incriminate you that you are entitled to claim privilege.

Before we can determine whether you are entitled to claim privi-
lege, we must know whether or not you honestly feel that a truth-
ful answer might tend to incriminate you.

That is the purpose of that question.

Mr. MANDEL. I would say that a truthful answer might tend to
incriminate me.

The CHAIRMAN. Okay. Then you are entitled to the privilege.

Mr. MANDEL. Fine.

The CHAIRMAN. We will excuse you until 10:15 tomorrow morn-
ing.

[Whereupon, at 4:45 p.m., a recess was taken until 10:30 a.m.,
Tuesday, March 24, 1953.]
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ogies The Poetry of the Negro, 1746-1949 (1949) and New Negro Poets, USA (1964).

Dashiell Hammett, Helen Goldfrank and Langston Hughes testified at a public
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TUESDAY, MARCH 24, 1953

U.S. SENATE,
SENATE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to Senate Resolution 40, agreed
to January 30, 1953, at 2:00 p.m. in room 357 of the Senate Office
Building, Senator Karl E. Mundt, presiding.

Present: Senator Karl E. Mundt, Republican, South Dakota; Sen-
ator Everett M. Dirksen, Republican, Illinois; Senator John L.
McClellan, Democrat, Arkansas; and Senator Stuart Symington,
Democrat, Missouri.

Present also: Roy Cohn, chief counsel; David Schine, chief con-
sultant; Daniel Buckley, assistant counsel; Henry Hawkins, investi-
gator; and Ruth Young Watt, chief clerk.

Senator MUNDT. The committee will come to order.

Mr. CoHN. The first witness is Mr. Hammett, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MUNDT. Mr. Hammett, do you solemnly swear the testi-
mony you are about to give us is the truth, the whole truth, and
nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Mr. HAMMETT. I do.

(945)
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Senator MUNDT. Be seated. Proceed, Mr. Cohn.

TESTIMONY OF DASHIELL HAMMETT

Mr. CoHN. Mr. Hammett, will you give your full name, please?

Mr. HAMMETT. Samuel Dashiell Hammett.

Mr. CoHN. And what is your occupation?

Mr. HAMMETT. Writer.

Mr. CoHN. You are an author?

Mr. HAMMETT. That is right.

Mr. CoHN. For how long have you followed that calling?

Mr. HAMMETT. Since about 1922, roughly thirty years.

Mr. CoHN. You know that a considerable number of your works
are used in the State Department Information Program?

Mr. HAMMETT. I did not know that until you told me on the
phone.

Mr. CoHN. Do you think we have given you a good civil suit for
royalties?

Mr. HAMMETT. I doubt that, because thinking about it, the
clllances are the radio end that was sold is owned by the movie peo-
ple.

Mr. COHN. Are you a member of the Communist party today?

Mr. HAMMETT. I decline to answer on the ground that the answer
would tend to incriminate me, pleading my rights under the Fifth
Amendment.

Mr. CoHN. Were you a member of the Communist party in 19227

Mr. HAMMETT. I decline to answer on the ground that the answer
might tend to incriminate me.

Mr. CoHN. You have written a number of books between 1922
and the present time, have you not?

Mr. HAMMETT. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. About how many?

Mr. HAMMETT. Five, I think.

Mr. ConN. Just five books?

Mr. HAMMETT. Yes, and many short stories and stuff that has
been reprinted in reprint books.

Mr. ConN. If T were to ask you as to each one of these books if
you were a Communist party member at the time you wrote the
book what would your answer be?

Mr. HAMMETT. The same.

Mr. CoHN. You would refuse on the ground you stated?

Mr. HAMMETT. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Did you write a story which could be classed as other
than a detective story?

Mr. HAMMETT. Yes.

Mr. ConN. What?

Mr. HAMMETT. I have written quite a number of short stories
that were not detective stories.

Mr. CoHN. Any that deal with social problems?

Mr. HAMMETT. I don’t think so. Yes, I remember one, if you take
it as a social problem. Some short stories have been in paper bound
books that have been published in book form.

Mr. CoHN. Did any of those deal with social problems?

Mr. HAMMETT. Yes. As a matter of fact, roughly one that I re-
member, a short story called “Night Shade.”
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Mr. CoHN. “Night Shade”?

Mr. HAMMETT. “Night Shade,” which had to do with Negro-white
relations.

Mr. CoHN. In what book is that published?

Mr. HAMMETT. I don’t know, because that was published in one
of the reprints or collections of which a great many have been pub-
lished. Practically all of the short stories have been published by
either Mercury or Avon or Dell.

Senator MUNDT. Were they first all published in a magazine?

Mr. HAMMETT. Yes, it was first published in a magazine that I
think is now out of existence. I have forgotten what its name was.
I could look it up.

Mr. CoHN. When you wrote this short story, “Night Shade,” were
you a member of the Communist party?

Mr. HAMMETT. I decline to answer on the ground the answer may
tend to incriminate me.

Mr. CoHN. Did that story in any way reflect the Communist line?

Mr. HAMMETT. That is a difficult—on the word “reflect” I would
say no, it didn’t reflect it. It was against racism.

Senator MUNDT. Would you say that it resembled—whether it re-
flected or not—the Communist line with respect to race problems?

Mr. HAMMETT. No, I couldn’t pick out—I could answer that ques-
tion, if you just put it, did it at all, but did it reflect that more
than, say, other political parties, I would have to say no. I think
the truth would be that it didn’t reflect it consciously or solely.

Mr. CoHN. Consciously or solely. Have you ever had any contact
with the publications commission of the Communist party?

Mr. HAMMETT. No.

Mr. CoHN. You have not?

Mr. HAMMETT. No.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know any members of the publications com-
mission of the Communist party?

Mr. HAMMETT. You would have to tell me.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know Alexander Trachtenberg?

Mr. HAMMETT. I have to think about that. I think I decline to an-
swer that on the ground that the answer might tend to incriminate
me.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know Louis F. Budenz?

Mr. HAMMETT. No.

Mr. CoHN. Did you know Alexander Bittelman?

Mr. HAMMETT. I think, or my impression is, that he was in the
West Street Jail at the same time I was there.

Senator MUNDT. Where—jail?

Mr. HAMMETT. Yes. I did six months for the bail bond—five
months, a month off for good behavior.

Senator MUNDT. Was that a contempt citation?

Mr. HAMMETT. It was over the bail bond fund.

Mr. CoHN. After the Communists jumped bail, the three trustees,
including Mr. Hammett, were called in and refused to answer ques-
tions about the whereabouts of these fugitives, and they refused to
produce books and records of the bail bond fund, and were sen-
tenced to jail. That is a fairly accurate statement?

Mr. HAMMETT. Fairly.

Senator MUNDT. Was Bittelman in the jail for the same reason?
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Mr. HAMMETT. What happened, the bail bond bail was revoked,
and since there were a group of so-called Communists out on bail
put up by the fund, until that was revoked, they were out until
they raised bail from other sources.

Mr. CoHN. Do you get royalties from the purchase of your books?

Mr. HAMMETT. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. In other words, if a copy of your book is bought, you
get a royalty.

Mr. HAMMETT. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. What is the customary royalty?

Mr. HAMMETT. I don’t know. I think mine is 15 percent. Pub-
lishers’ contracts run from 10 percent, and have provisions if there
is a sale above a certain amount, it goes up. I think mine is a flat
15 percent, but I am not sure.

Mr.? CoHN. Have you ever contributed money to the Communist
party?

Mr. HAMMETT. I decline to answer on the grounds the answer
might tend to incriminate me.

Mr. CoHN. Do you have any other income other than that derived
from your writings?

Mr. HAMMETT. No. There have been times when I have. At the
moment I haven'’t.

Mr. CoHN. Have any moneys you have received as royalties from
the sale of these books been contributed to the Communist party?

Mr. HAMMETT. I decline to answer on the ground that the answer
might tend to incriminate me, pleading my rights under the Fifth
Amendment.

Mr. CoHN. I think I have nothing more of Mr. Hammett, Mr.
Chairman.

Senator MUNDT. You might say for the record how generally the
State Department has been buying these books and distributing
them throughout information libraries overseas.

Mr. ConN. Very widely. We will have the exact figures by the
morning, but I would say that the number of copies in use are in
the hundreds.

Senator MUNDT. Any other questions? If not, you may step down.

Mr. CoHN. Mr. Hammett, we might want you in public session
tomorrow morning, as I explained to you. Would you be here tomor-
row morning.

Mr. HAMMETT. I can be.

Mr. CoHN. At 10:15 tomorrow morning, in this room. Thank you.

Mr. HAMMETT. I am through now for the day?

Mr. CoHN. You are through until 10:15 tomorrow morning.

Senator MUNDT. I would like to ask you one more question, Mr.
Hammett. You answered the question as to whether or not you re-
ceived a royalty from your books. I think you said earlier that some
of your plays or short stories or books were placed in the motion
pictures. Is that right?

Mr. HAMMETT. Yes.

Senator MUNDT. Do you get a royalty from that, too?

Mr. HAMMETT. No. I said that in connection with the radio. The
motion picture as a rule, mine have all been, the four books sold
to motion pictures have been sold outright. But there is, as I said,
on the radio thing a provision—I think I would have to look at the
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contracts—but motion picture companies put in a provision that
gives them the radio right also.

Senator MUNDT. Do I understand that the motion pictures pay
you nothing for your work?

Mr. HAMMETT. No. They buy the motion picture right. It varies
with different companies, but the right for television is in dispute,
because that had not come up then. But they took care of the radio.

Senator MUNDT. In other words, whenever they made a motion
picture from the book or short stories, they made a contract that
paid you outright for the motion picture rights?

Mr. HAMMETT. That is right. The other they put in, because they
had no intention of selling radio rights, because the thought of
radio in those days as competing with motion pictures kept you
from serializing on the radio at the same time.

Senator MUNDT. Will you stand, please, and be sworn. Raise your
right hand. Do you solemnly swear the testimony you are about to
give is the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so
help you God?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I do.

TESTIMONY OF HELEN GOLDFRANK (ACCOMPANIED BY HER
COUNSEL, CHARLES E. FORD)

Senator MUNDT. Give your name and address for the record,
please.

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. Helen Goldfrank, Thornwood, New York.

Mr. CoHN. Could we have counsel’s name for the record?

1(\3/11‘. ForD. Charles E. Ford, 416 Fifth Street, N.W., Washington,
D.C.

Mr. CoBN. Your name is Helen Goldfrank?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. That is correct.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever been known by any other name?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I believe I must stand on my rights of special
privilege as provided under the Fifth Amendment of the Constitu-
tion, and I can not answer that question as it may tend to incrimi-
nate me.

Mr. CoHN. You decline to answer on the ground the answer
might tend to incriminate you, and you exercise your privilege
under the Fifth Amendment?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. That is correct.

Mr.?COHN. As to whether you have ever been known by another
name?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. That is correct.

Mr. CoHN. What is your occupation—Is it Mrs. Goldfrank?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. My occupation is Mrs. Goldfrank.

Mr. CoHN. Do you do any writing?

Senator MUNDT. I did not hear a word she said.

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. Housewife.

Mr. CoHN. What Is your husband’s first name?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I must decline to answer that question on the
ground that it might tend to incriminate me under the Fifth
Amendment to the Constitution, and also on the basis of privileged
communication between husband and wife.

Mr. CoHN. You think his first name is a privileged communica-
tion?
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Mrs. GOLDFRANK. Yes. I wouldn’t know his name unless I were
married to him.

Mr. CoHN. Was your husband a member of the national com-
mittee of the Communist party?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I must repeat that I regret that I must decline
to answer your questions on the basis of personal privilege as the
answer may tend to incriminate me and I seek the protection of the
Fifth Amendment to the Constitution, and secondly, under the
Constitution, the status of the family is a privileged communica-
tion, and under that I refuse to answer.

Mr. CoHN. You refuse to answer on the ground the answer might
tend to incriminate you?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. That is correct.

Mr. FOrRD. May the record show she gave two grounds? You stat-
ed one.

Senator MUNDT. The record will show everything she says loudly
enough to be heard, and nothing else.

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I am sorry but my voice is not very loud.

Mr. CoHN. Let me ask you this: Have you ever written any
books?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I must again regretfully refuse to answer on
the rights of special privilege under the Fifth Amendment to the
Constitution that any answer I give you will tend to incriminate
me.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever heard of a book called Apple Pie for
Lewis?3

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I respectfully decline to answer on the ground
that my answer may tend to incriminate me under the Fifth
Amendment to the Constitution.

Senator MCCLELLAN. Have you honestly been telling the truth
when you say you are afraid it will incriminate you?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I am honest in telling the truth.

Mr. CoHN. I do not understand how it could incriminate you to
say that you have heard of a certain book.

Mr. ForD. May I address the committee on that? I believe our
courts have ruled that if a witness after asserting the right is
called upon to explain how the right would be affected, they are
waiving the privilege.

Senator MUNDT. I believe the courts have also held that a wit-
ness is in contempt if there is no valid ground for incrimination.

Mr. FORD. Only if the senators decide to cite him in your judg-
ment.

Senator MUNDT. I think the witness should be apprized of that
fact. If she invokes the right when it does not exist, she could be
cited.

Mr. FORD. I believe to save you time she realizes when she de-
clines you all intend to say she should answer so that will cover
the question.

Mr. CoHN. I don’t think it is a matter of intention. The privilege
can only be exercised if it is exercised in complete good faith with
the sincere good belief that if an answer is given, it might result
in incrimination.

3 Helen Kay, Apple Pie for Lewis (New York: Aladdin Books, 1951).
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Mr. Forp. Correct.

Mr. CoHN. Is it your testimony, Mrs. Goldfrank, that if you say
you have heard of a book known as Apple Pie for Lewis, that that
answer, if you answered truthfully, might tend to show you are
guilty of a crime, it might tend to incriminate you. That is what
the privilege is.

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. That is my answer.

Mr. ScHINE. Have you heard of the book Gone With the Wind?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I would like to consult my lawyer. May I have
the privilege of speaking with my lawyer?

Mr. SCHINE. Certainly.

[Witness consults with her counsel.]

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. That book has no relationship to me and is in-
nocuous, and I have naturally heard of it.

Mr. CoHN. It is your testimony then that this book, Apple Pie for
Lewis is not innocuous?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I refuse to answer that question on the ground
of possible self incrimination.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know that this book of yours, Apple Pie for
Lewis and another book of yours are being widely used by the State
Department information program?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I cannot answer that on the basis of possible
self incrimination.

Mr. COHN. Are you today a member of the Communist party?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I respectfully decline to answer that question
on the basis of the Fifth Amendment and my right of personal
privilege that any answer I may give may tend to incriminate me.

Mr. CoHN. Have you been a member of the Communist party at
any time over the last twenty years?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I must again repeat, I respectfully decline to
answer your question on my constitutional right under the Fifth
Amendment that my answer may tend to incriminate me.

Mr. CoHN. Were you a member of the party in 19517

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. Once again I respectfully decline to answer
your question as my answer may tend to incriminate me.

Mr. CoHN. You have told us you are a housewife. Do you have
any outside source of income, any moneys other than those given
you by your husband?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I believe two factors would be involved there.
I respectfully decline to answer on the basis that any answer I may
give may tend to incriminate me, and the second would be the priv-
ileged communication between husband and wife.

Mr. COHN. My question is whether or not you, forgetting about
your husband, have earned any moneys other than those which
your husband has given you. It does not involve your husband at
all. The only question is, have you received any moneys other than
those given you by your husband?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I once again

Mr. CoHN. I will tell you right now I will recommend to the
chairman that there is no possible question of husband and wife
privilege on that. We are addressing ourselves here to whether or
not you received any other moneys.
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Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I must respectfully decline to answer that
question within my rights under the Fifth Amendment as any an-
swer I may give may tend to incriminate me.

Senator MCCLELLAN [presiding]. Does the chair understand that
you think if you gave testimony as to your own personal income
from sources other than through your husband that that would
tend to incriminate you?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I can only answer in the same way, sir.

Senator MCCLELLAN. I am asking you if you think that it would
tend to incriminate you. That is what I am asking you. If you gave
the committee information regarding your income, income that is
independent from that of your husband, your own personal income,
are you stating to the committee that you think that to give such
testimony truthfully would tend to incriminate you?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I must respectfully decline to answer your
question as I believe——

Senator MCCLELLAN. You decline to answer whether you think
it would tend to incriminate you, do you?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I think it would tend to incriminate me.

Senator MCCLELLAN. That is what I asked you and you decline
to answer on constitutional grounds. I asked you if you think to
give such testimony regarding yourself, independent of your hus-
band, you think it would tend to incriminate you.

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. Once again, I repeat that any answer—I must
stand on special privilege of the Fifth Amendment.

Senator MCCLELLAN. You do not have that very well memorized.
I am asking you if you think it would tend to incriminate you?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I think it would tend to incriminate me.

Senator MCCLELLAN. You think it would tend to incriminate you
to answer that question?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. Yes.

Senator MCCLELLAN. To answer the question that you think it
would tend to incriminate you?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. Yes, sir.

Senator MCCLELLAN. So then you are unwilling to tell the com-
mittee, are you, that you believe honestly that it would tend to in-
criminate you if you answered these questions?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I believe once again

Senator MCCLELLAN. I cannot understand you. I am sorry.

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I am sorry, too, sir. Would you repeat your
question?

Senator MCCLELLAN. Do you tell the committee that you think
that it would tend to incriminate you if you answered the question
whether you honestly believe if you answered the question regard-
ing your separate and independent income that that would tend to
incriminate you?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I do.

Mr. SCHINE. Where were you born?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. New York City.

Mr. SCHINE. And where did you go to school?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. Excuse me. May I consult with my attorney?

Mr. CoHN. You may consult with counsel.

[Witness conferred with her counsel.]
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Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I would stand on my right of special privilege
and feel that answering that question would tend to incriminate
me.

Mr. ScHINE. You do not wish to tell the committee where you
went to school?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. No.

Mr. ScHINE. You feel honestly if you did it would tend to incrimi-
nate you?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I do.

Mr. ScHINE. In the school that you went to, did you ever hear
the pledge of allegiance to the American flag?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. Yes.

Mr. ScHINE. You did. Did that pledge of allegiance mean any-
thing to you before you got involved in this trouble, or before you
got mixed up?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I must once again repeat that I cannot answer
your question on the basis that it may tend to incriminate me.

Mr. SCHINE. Are you now involved in espionage against the
United States government?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I stand on my constitutional right of refusing
to answer that question as that question may tend to incriminate
me.

Mr. ScHINE. Did you carry money from Moscow to Germany for
the Communist party?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I once again stand on my constitutional right
of personal privilege and refuse to answer that question on the
basis of the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution as the answer to
that question may tend to incriminate me.

Mr. ScHINE. Have you been in Moscow?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I once again must refuse to answer your ques-
tion as that answer to that question may tend to incriminate me.

Mr. ScHINE. Do you regret that you are unable to tell the com-
mittee whether you are now or have ever been a member of the
Communist party?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I regret on the basis of special privilege that
I cannot answer your questions within my rights under the Fifth
Amendment as any answer to that question may tend to incrimi-
nate me.

Mr. SCHINE. You misunderstood the question. Do you regret that
you cannot answer the question, are you now or have you ever been
a member of the Communist party?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. May I consult my counsel?

Mr. SCHINE. Yes.

[Witness conferred with her counsel.]

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I once again must stand on my rights of spe-
cial privilege and refuse to answer that question because under the
Fifth Amendment I have the right to plead that that answer may
tend to incriminate me.

Mr. ScHINE. Do you honestly believe in the overthrow by force
and violence of the United States government?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I refuse to answer that question as that ques-
fion may tend to incriminate me under the rights of special privi-
ege.

Mr. SCHINE. I have no more questions.
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Mr. CoHN. Let me ask you this. Did you testify before a federal
grand jury in New York recently?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. May I consult my counsel?

Mr. COHN. Surely.

[Witness conferred with her counsel.]

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I refuse to answer that question as any answer
I may give may tend to incriminate me and I stand on the special
privilege of my rights under the Constitution.

Senator SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I recommend that the wit-
ness be considered in contempt of the committee for not answering.
Not answering a question of that character is absurd.

Senator MCCLELLAN. May I ask one other question. Are you an
American citizen?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I am, and I am proud of it, sir.

Senator MCCLELLAN. You are an American citizen?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. Yes.

Senator MCCLELLAN. You do not think that incriminates you, do
you?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. Once again, as an American citizen, sir, I
stand on my right under the Constitution of special privilege

Senator MCCLELLAN. Is there anything in America that you are
proud of except that constitutional right you invoke so freely and
so insistently? Can you mention anything else you are proud of
about America except this right that you claim to be invoking at
this time? Do you think it will incriminate you to answer that?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I would like to consult my attorney.

Senator MCCLELLAN. All right, consult him.

[Witness conferred with her counsel.]

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I am proud of the entire Constitution of the
United States, and on the basis of the Constitution I seek special
privilege under the Fifth Amendment.

Senator MCCLELLAN. Do you believe in the overthrow of the Con-
stitution of the United States, which you now say you are proud
of?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I must once again plead special privilege

Senator MCCLELLAN. If you are proud of it, why do you think it
intimidates you, after you say you are proud of it, to say that you
do not believe in the overthrow of it?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I once again must plead special privilege

Senator MCCLELLAN. You have said that you are proud of all of
the Constitution of the United States. Do you now insist that it
might incriminate you to answer the question whether you believe
in the overthrow of that Constitution, which you now say you are
proud of? Do you still insist that that might tend to incriminate
you?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I think my answer to that question would tend
to incriminate me.

Senator SYMINGTON. Have you ever acted as a spy for a foreign
country?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I refuse to answer that question.

Senator SYMINGTON. On the ground it might incriminate you?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. That is right.
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Senator DIRKSEN [presiding]. Mrs. Goldfrank, when you stated
that you are a citizen, are you a native born citizen or a natural-
ized citizen?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I believe in the first question, I was born in
New York City.

Senator DIRKSEN. You are then native born.

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. Yes.

Senator DIRKSEN. And you are how old, if that is not too per-
sonal?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I am forty years old.

Senator DIRKSEN. What was your answer?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. Forty.

Senator DIRKSEN. You are forty?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. Yes.

Senator DIRKSEN. And you have lived continuously in the United
States, I suppose, except for any excursions you may have made
abroad since that time?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. My residence has been in the United States.

Senator DIRKSEN. What is your regular occupation, if you have
any? Is it authoring works such as appear here before the com-
mittee, or do you have a profession, or are you associated with
some company?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. Sir, I must plead the point, the wife’s special
privilege, and refuse to answer on the basis that any answer I may
give you might tend to incriminate me.

Senator DIRKSEN. I think for the purposes of the record I should
advise you that I doubt very much whether you can take refuge in
the Fifth Amendment on a question of that kind. I do not believe
it involves your liberty at all.

Mr. FOrD. May I address the senator?

Senator DIRKSEN. Yes, I would be glad to hear you.

Mr. FORrD. I believe that question has appeared in many of the
cases tried in our district court here, what is your occupation. I
know of several. These grew out of the Kefauver committee hear-
ings, and the question was asked, “What is your occupation,” and
the people refused, and they were sustained in our court when they
did refuse on the constitutional ground.

Senator DIRKSEN. They did not have to divulge what their occu-
pations were?

Mr. ForD. That is right. The courts have held it is the next ques-
tions that they may lead to, and they may involve the question of
income tax returns and things of that kind, because those ques-
tions are asked in the returns in the federal law. So I respectfully
call that to your attention that they have ruled that. One was
Fischetti case and the other was Guzik, in Chicago. There were
several of them where that particular question was made the count
of the indictment and passed upon.

Senator DIRKSEN. I think we ought to make the record reason-
ably full here.

Mr. FORD. Yes.

Senator DIRKSEN. Are you associated with any school or college
in New York in a teaching capacity or any other capacity?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I must plead special privilege once again, Sen-
ator, on the basis of the Fifth Amendment.
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Senator DIRKSEN. Have you authored many books or a few books
or one book?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. That question also is

Senator DIRKSEN. I am not asking what kind of books. I am ask-
ing you whether you have authored

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I plead that the answer to that question may
tend to incriminate me.

Senator DIRKSEN. I have grave doubts about your answer but we
will let it stand for the moment until we can determine that. Have
you made any trips abroad?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I must refuse to answer that question on my
right

Senator SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman.

Senator DIRKSEN. Senator Symington.

Senator SYMINGTON. I am not a lawyer. I do not think we are
really talking to the witness. I think we are talking to the witness’
counsel. I think the witness thinks this is all pretty much of a good
joke. I respectfully again request, from my knowledge as an Amer-
ican citizen, that this witness be held in contempt of this com-
mittee.

Senator DIRKSEN. Your question is very proper and should be
considered very shortly after this hearing terminates in a strictly
executive session.

Senator SYMINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CoHN. Mrs. Goldfrank, were you ever associated with the
Communist Internationale?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. Mr. Cohn is your name?

Mr. COHN. Yes.

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I respectfully decline to answer your question
on the basis of personal privilege.

Mr. CoHN. Is it not a fact that as a representative of the Com-
munist Internationale you carried a sum of money from Moscow to
the German Communist party?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I must respectfully decline to answer that
question on the basis of personal privilege and within my rights
under the Constitution.

Mr. CoHN. Within the last year, have you been subpoenaed to
testify before a federal grand jury in New York?

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. Once again I must——

Senator SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to ask her
counsel how he advises her to answer that question.

Mr. CoHN. I was going to ask the chair to direct her to answer
the last question. There is no privilege whatsoever whether a wit-
ness was in fact subpoenaed to appear before a grand jury.

Mr. Forp. I will be glad to answer Senator Symington.

Senator DIRKSEN. The committee will be glad to hear counsel.

Mr. ForD. That would cover the question, and I think the courts
have held, with respect to identity. It is not only that particular
question, Senator, that is involved, because our courts have held
that if a witness does answer that question, then they are bound
to go on and answer the other questions which would follow, which
would be did you appear and what did you testify, which would be
natural questions to flow from the key question. So I think our
courts have held that you must assert the right to the main ques-
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tion because it is the subsequent questions that may involve her.
That by itself would be different. For instance, I remember Senator
Welker had a client of mine that was in this position before, and
he said to the witness, “I don’t think that those questions about
your sister and others here (the witness’ name was Warring) would
involve you,” and Warring said, “Senator, as I understand, if I an-
swer that key question, I must go on,” and Senator Welker said,
“Oh, yes, I intended to follow it up with questions until I hit,” and
may I use his expression “pay dirt.” So that is why it is applied
to that particular one.

Senator SYMINGTON. I think your explanation is clear.

Mr. ForD. For my own information, I think Mr. Cohn was
present when she did testify on two occasions. In fact, I think she
answered questions at that time.

Senator MCCLELLAN. Mr. Chairman, accepting counsel’s expo-
sition of the law as just stated for the record, I asked the witness
a few moments ago if there is anything she was proud of in the
Constitution of the United States except the Fifth Amendment pro-
vision which she was invoking as a matter of special privilege in
this hearing, and she answered, as the record will show, that she
is proud of all of the Constitution of the United States.

Having answered then, Mr. Chairman, I asked the witness the
question if she believed in the overthrow of the Constitution of the
United States, and she again invoked her special privilege under
the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution on the grounds that it
might tend to incriminate her.

Having answered that she is proud of all of the Constitution, Mr.
Chairman, I believe she should now be required to answer the
question whether she believes in the overthrow of the Constitution
of the United States, and I most respectfully ask the chairman to
order the witness to answer.

Senator DIRKSEN. I think it is a very proper question which does
not incriminate or put the witness in jeopardy, and I believe the
question should be answered.

[Witness conferred with her counsel.]

Mrs. GOLDFRANK. I must decline, Senator, on the basis of special
privilege.

Senator DIRKSEN. I think the witness may step down. I would
like to ask counsel one question, however.

Mr. ForD. I would be glad to answer.

Senator DIRKSEN. It is not meant to be an invidious question at
all.

Mr. Forp. Not at all.

Senator DIRKSEN. And you can decline to answer if you like.

Mr. FORD. I am sure I won’t.
lkSenator DIRKSEN. And we can strike it from the record if you
ike.

Mr. FORD. I am sure I won'’t.

Senator DIRKSEN. I am wondering if because of comparable situa-
tions we have had before, whether you have advised the witness in
advance on certain basic things that are the key for an answer or
no answer. Would you care to comment on that?

Mr. ForD. Not at all. I consulted with this witness yesterday
afternoon in my office. I have known this witness since she was a
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little girl. For myself I opened up Scott Field, at Belleville, Illinois,
at eighteen as a flier in the first war. I am an Elk in good standing,
and a Roman Catholic of which I am proud, and I love every part
of this country and everything it does and says, and I am proud
of the courts. However, that same country told me that when a cli-
ent comes to me in my office, I should give them the best advice
provided I do not violate any of our laws, and that I did, and I thor-
oughly explain to them what it was and what our courts have held,
because as a business proposition some years ago I found it worth-
while to acquaint myself with this law as it was becoming quite in-
voked all over the United States.

I have appeared in Chicago in front of the Kefauver committee,
and I assure you that I merely gave this lady the advice which I
would give to anyone, because it was conscientious and honest
under our law.

Senator DIRKSEN. Both the committee and the law recognize the
responsibility of an attorney’s advocate to client when he assumes
that responsibility.

Mr. ForD. In fact, Senator, I just came back from Hot Springs
yesterday, and last year I think I had the privilege of laying beside
you in the Majestic Hotel in the baths. You did not know who I
was, but I recognized you.

Senator DIRKSEN. We also recognize the confidential relationship
between attorney and client.

Mr. FORD. As far as myself or anything about me, I will answer
any question anywhere or at any time.

Senator SYMINGTON. I would like to ask you a question, and I am
not a lawyer. If somebody comes to you whom you believe has been
interested in a conspiracy or member of an organization conspiring
to overthrow the United States, is it worth your while to advocate
their interest?

Mr. ForbD. Is it worth my while?

Senator SYMINGTON. Yes.

Mr. Forb. I think my profession requires me to advocate their
interest with certain limitations. First, that I in no way by word
of mouth, suggestion or action become in any way part of that, that
I keep myself completely detached, and by completely, I do not
mean any quibble about it. If the question came up, if it was a
close question, I must resolve in favor of my government and not
myself. Yes, I have that positive philosophy, and I hope I die with
it when the time comes.

Senator DIRKSEN. Have you been sworn?

Mr. MANGIONE. No.

Senator DIRKSEN. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you
will give is the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth,
so help you God?

Mr. MANGIONE. I do.

TESTIMONY OF JERRE G. MANGIONE (ACCOMPANIED BY HIS
COUNSEL, JOSEPH A. FANELLI)

Mr. CoHN. May we have the name of the counsel for the record?

Mr. FANELLIL Joseph A. Fanelli. I am a member of the District
of Columbia Bar, and I am maintaining offices at the Wyatt Build-
ing in Washington.
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Senator DIRKSEN. Are you a native Washingtonian?

Mr. FANELLI. No, sir, I am a native New Yorker, Senator, but 1
have been around here a long time.

Senator DIRKSEN. Is it Mangione?

Mr. MANGIONE. That is the correct pronunciation.

Senator DIRKSEN. Would you give your full name to the reporter?

Mr. MANGIONE. Jerre G. Mangione.

Senator DIRKSEN. And where do you reside?

Mr. MANGIONE. I reside in New York City at 36 East 65th Street,
New York 21.

Senator DIRKSEN. Is that your legal residence?

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes, sir.

Senator DIRKSEN. Have you always lived there?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, sir, I moved there last June from Philadel-
phia.

Senator DIRKSEN. Were you born in Philadelphia?

Mr. MANGIONE. No. I lived in Philadelphia for ten years, and be-
fore Philadelphia, I lived in Washington for five years—I am going
backwards now—and before Washington I lived in New York for
about five years.

Senator DIRKSEN. If it is not too personal, how old are you now?

Mr. MANGIONE. Forty-four years old.

Senator DIRKSEN. So you were born in 1909.

Mr. MANGIONE. That is correct, March 20.

Mr. CoHN. Mr. Mangione, are you the author of any books?

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes, sir, I am the author of three books——

Mr. CoHN. What are the names?

Mr. MANGIONE. Under my own name. The first one was Mount
Allegro.* Do you want the dates?

Mr. CoHN. Approximate dates.

Mr. MANGIONE. Published January or February 1943.

The second book, a novel called The Ship and the Flame, pub-
lished 1948.5

The third book, called Reunion in Sicily, published in 1950.6

Mr. CoHN. Let me ask you this: Are you aware of the fact that
your books are being used by the State Department Information
Program?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, sir, I am not. Let me add this comment.
When my third book came out, Reunion in Sicily, which was pub-
lished by Houghton, Mifflin of Boston, which has New York offices,
I remember one day inquiring from the sales manager how the
sales were going, and Mr. McKee said, “Well, it is going pretty
fair.” The book, incidentally, had come out the week of the Korean
War, so that kind of hurt the sales. He said, “We just got an order
this morning from the State Department.” I said, “How many cop-
ies,” hoping he would say many, but he said, I think, six or ten,
but I can’t remember. This can be checked very easily.

Mr. COHN. Six or ten copies by the State Department?

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. So you have had that much notice that they were
being used.

4 Jerre Mangione, Mount Allegro (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1943).
5 Jerre Mangione, The Ship and the Flame (New York: Current Books, 1948).
6 Jerre Mangione, Reunion in Sicily (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1950).
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Mr. MANGIONE. I don’t know how the State Department used
them. These books contain a great deal of information about Sicily
after the war, and I should think that any group in the State De-
partment that was interested in studying conditions in Italy would
have wanted to refer to this book for information, certainly.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever been a Communist?

Mr. MANGIONE. I have never been a Communist, and I want to
make that emphatic, either now or at any time or a hidden Com-
munist, and I have never been under orders of the Communist
party.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever attended a Communist party meeting?

Mr. MANGIONE. To the best of my knowledge I have never at-
tended a Communist party meeting.

Mr. CoHBN. Do you have any doubt about it?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, I don’t think I have any doubt about it, ex-
cept I went to some meetings of the John Reed Club.

Mr. CoHN. Wasn’t that an official club of the Communist party?

Mr. MANGIONE. Not to my knowledge, no. It was a literary club.
I found out much later that it was made up of a lot of people who
had the reputation of being Communists. I went there as a young
writer, sort of attracted by the glamor of hearing other writers talk,
and the subjects when I was there were always literary. Proletariat
literature was the great subject of the day. I don’t know whether
the senator recalls.

Mr. CoHN. Has anybody ever stated in sworn testimony that you
were a member of the Communist party?

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes. At a previous hearing. This is not exactly
yes, so please let me explain it is a statement. At a subcommittee
meeting in which I appeared as a witness last Friday, Senator
Jenner’s committee, presided over by Senator Welker—I think that
is the right name—during the course of the meeting or of the inter-
view, a man was brought in who claimed—a man I had never seen
before—that I had attended fraction meetings in the offices of the
New Masses, that he was a man who described himself as an old
Communist who served from 1920 to 1937, and also described him-
self—

Mr. COoHN. What was his name?

Mr. MANGIONE. Malkin, I think.

Mr. ConN. Maurice Malkin?

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes. He claimed that he went to one of these
meetings where there were, he said, five or six people present, and
he was working with the longshoremen at the time. I am repeating
what he said. He noticed me at one of these meetings, and he said
he asked the secretary there who was this fellow, and the secretary
claimed that my name was Jerre Mangione, and that I was all
right. First he said I was at three such meetings, and then he said
I was at five such meetings, and he was asked what other people
were present at the meetings. The only name I recognized was a
fe}zlllow called Bill Gropper, who used to do political cartoons in the
thirties.

Mr. CoHN. Did you know Gropper was a Communist?

. Mr. MANGIONE. No, I didn’t. I had seen Gropper somewhere be-
ore.

Mr. CoHN. Do you categorically deny Mr. Malkin’s testimony?
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Mr. MANGIONE. I do.

Mr. CoHN. Were you ever at the offices of the New Masses?

Mr. MANGIONE. I probably was.

Mr. COHN. You say probably.

Mr. MANGIONE. I must have been because I reviewed some books
for them so I may have gone by.

Mr. CoHN. Was it possible to have written for New Masses with-
out ever having been a Communist?

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes, I think so. Since I wrote for the New
Masses, and I was not a Communist, I can say that. This is specu-
lation, but I imagine if you go down the list of contributors you will
find a lot of people who were not Communists who were writing for
the New Masses.

Mr. CoHN. New Masses was a Communist publication.

Mr. MANGIONE. I don’t know whether it was technically a Com-
munist publication or not. It certainly followed the Communist
party line.

Mr. CoHN. When you wrote for it, did you follow the Communist
party line?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, sir. I wrote a review of Fontamara by Silone,
which I think was an excellent book in the thirties, dealing with
Italy.” The review was published but then it turned out that Silone
was persona non grata with the Communist party, and some of the
people came around and said I ought to write a different kind of
review and I said, “That is nonsense; this is a book I like very
much. I wrote the review and I stand by the review.” I was ex-
pressing an opinion about the book. I was not a member of the
party. I was not under its orders, and I didn’t have to write what
I was told.

Senator DIRKSEN. Does the New Masses pay for the reviews?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, you just got the book.

Mr. CoHN. You were not paid by New Masses?

Mr. MANGIONE. No. I might add in connection with the Silone in-
cident that at the time I was working in a publishing house as a
publicity man, and reader and editorial man, and I thought so
highly of Mr. Silone’s book that after he published Fontamara, 1
was directly instrumental in seeing that his book of short stories,
antifascist short stories, was published in this country.

Mr. CoHN. Did you ever work for the United States government?

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes, sir.

Mr. CoHnN. In what capacity?

Mr. MANGIONE. I worked for the United States government in
several capacities. If you want I will go down the list chrono-
logically. I was interviewed in New York by a man who was looking
for an information writer for the Resettlement Administration. His
name was Max Gilfond.

Mr. CoBN. Why do you not tell us what jobs you held first?

Mr. MANGIONE. I am sorry not to be more brief. Information writ-
er for Resettlement Administration—I can’t remember exact dates.
These are the best of my recollection for about three months in
Washington, D.C.

Mr. CoHN. When?

7Ignazio Silone, Fontamara (New York: H. Smith & R. Haas, 1934).
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Mr. MANGIONE. In 1937, spring.

Senator DIRKSEN. Was Dr. [Rexford] Tugwell then head of reset-
tlement?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, he had left. The other day one of the sen-
ators reminded me that it must have been Baldwin who was at the
head.

Senator DIRKSEN. C. B. Baldwin.

Mr. MANGIONE. That is right, but I did not work for Mr. Baldwin.
I worked for Gilfond.

Then I worked for the Federal Writers Project.

Mr. COoHN. During what period of time?

Mr. MANGIONE. From 1937 to the time it ceased to be a federal
project, the beginning of 1939.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know any people you thought were Com-
munists connected with the Federal Workers Project?

Mr. MANGIONE. There were people on the project who had the
reputation of being Communists.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know Henry Osborne?

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes, he was my boss.

Mr. CoHN. Did he have the reputation of being a Communist?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, he had the reputation of being an old radical.

Senator DIRKSEN. The writers project was a division of the old
WPA, as I recall it.

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes, sir.

Senator DIRKSEN. Did you work in Washington or New York?

Mr. MANGIONE. I worked in Washington. I made frequent trips
to New York. My work involved helping to get these books pub-
lished so I talked to a lot of publishers and talked to sponsors and
was sort of liaison man.

Senator DIRKSEN. What was the general nature of the work? Was
it assembling the historical directives they had in Washington, or
theatricals and dramas and plays?

Mr. MANGIONE. No. The writers project was then producing guide
books, one for every state in the Union. These guide books con-
sisted of the general essays on the various parts of the state, plus
automobile tours and all kinds of tours. There was a book for each
state in the Union, and also for some of the large cities.

About that time it was decided that the Government Printing Of-
fice was not equipped to publish and distribute these books because
they had no distribution facilities and it was very costly for them
to print up the books and there were publishers who were willing
and eager to publish these books free of charge or a royalty which
would be paid back to the federal government.

Senator DIRKSEN. Of course, they did a lot of work besides guide
books as I recall.

Mr. MANGIONE. They did pamphlets. They did folklore studies.
They got one out called “American Stuff.”

Senator DIRKSEN. I recall that when I was on the other end of
the Capitol that someone had authored a book called, The Confes-
sions of a Bellboy that developed considerable currency that was
under the Federal Writers Project.

Mr. MANGIONE. I don’t know that. That seems rather astonishing
to me.
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Mr. ScHINE. Mr. Mangione, do you know where John Reed is
buried now?

Mr. MANGIONE. I remember reading in the Columbia Encyclo-
pedia yesterday that he is buried in the Kremlin.

Mr. CoHN. This is the John Reed of which club you were a mem-
ber.

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes. I read this just yesterday in New York City.

Mr. ScHINE. Do you know where he is buried in the Kremlin, or
who he is buried next to?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, I do not.

Mr. ScHINE. Do you know now that there is or was any connec-
tion between the John Reed Club and the Communist party?

Mr. MANGIONE. I have heard that there was.

Mr. ScHINE. That there was?

Mr. MANGIONE. I have heard since that there was.

Mr. ScHINE. Have you heard that there is a connection between
the John Reed Club and the Communist party?

Mr. MANGIONE. I heard that many years later.

Mr. ScHINE. They never had any discussions to that effect when
you were in the club?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, sir. These meetings, incidentally, were pub-
lic, most of them.

Mr. ScHINE. Did you know at that time who John Reed was?

Mr. MANGIONE. I just knew him as a man who wrote a book
called Ten Days that Shook the World, which I still have not read.

Mr. ScHINE. Do you know how he spent the latter part of his life,
or did you know how he spent the latter part of his life?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, I didn’t.

Mr. SCHINE. You knew nothing about the man who the organiza-
tion to which you belonged

Mr. MANGIONE. I never belonged to it. I said I went to some
meetings of it.

Mr. CoHN. Didn’t you in fact belong to it?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, I did not.

Mr. CoHN. Were the meetings open to everybody?

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Anybody could walk in?

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes, that is right.

Mr. CoHN. How many people were usually at the meetings?

Mr. MANGIONE. Sometimes there would be forty people, some-
times there would be two hundred people, depending on who the
star of the occasion was. The star of the occasion usually being
some writer who just published a book and was willing to talk
about it.

Mr. ConN. Did they advertise the meetings in the public press?

Mr. MANGIONE. I don’t remember. They probably did.

Mr. ScHINE. Mr. Mangione, did they ever discuss communism at
those meetings?

Mr. MANGIONE. No.

Mr. ScHINE. They never brought up the subject of the Soviet
Union?

Mr. MANGIONE. They must have discussed—first of all, I want to
say that all this happened around 1932 or 1933. This is not 1952,
so if I don’t remember certain details, I hope you don’t think it is
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bad faith, but simply because I can not remember accurately that
far back. Sometimes I can’t remember things even more recently.

Senator DIRKSEN. Do you have a recollection, Mr. Mangione,
whether they solicited membership in the party at that meeting?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, I never saw anyone solicited for any mem-
bership nor was I nor do I remember paying money to anybody.

Mr. ScHINE. Mr. Mangione, did you ever read the Communist
Manifesto?

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes, I did. I remember only one line about it.

Mr. ScHINE. Did you ever read the works of Lenin?

Mr. MANGIONE. No. I never read the works of Lenin. I never read
Marx. I tried to read it, but I couldn’t go into it.

Mr. SCHINE. Do you know who wrote the Communist Manifesto?

Mr. MANGIONE. It was Marx, wasn’t it?

Mr. ScHINE. Do you recall the works of Marx ever being dis-
cussed at the John Reed meetings?

Mr. MANGIONE. No. There was a lot of talk about Marxian atti-
tudes toward literature, a proletariat literature. That was the great
emphasis in the days in the thirties.

Mr. ScHINE. Then they did talk about the theories of Karl Marx
in those meetings?

Mr. MANGIONE. They talked about proletariat literature and they
said that was Marxian. I had, I suppose, then, I thought I had—
as a young man I probably thought I understood things much bet-
ter than I did. I think when one is young you are more sure of
things, you are quicker to think that you understand. Anyway, I
heard the words. Looking back, now, they must have meant very
little, but they seemed to mean something.

Mr. ScHINE. In those days, in the early thirties, when you were
attending the John Reed meetings?

Mr. MANGIONE. I went to about six meetings.

Mr. ScHINE. Did you subscribe to the theories of Marx?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, I did not subscribe to the theories of Marx.
I was interested in the John Reed meetings for two reasons. One
was because I was very anxious to be a writer, and in fact had
started immediately—while in college, I started a literary maga-
zine, a very literary magazine, which was not concerned with polit-
ical matters at all. The issue that got some national publicity was
devoted entirely to Stephen Crane, an early realistic American
writer who lived in the early part of the century and went to Syra-
cuse University. I happened to discover some correspondence he
had which was quite a coup.

Mr. ScHINE. Do you suspect now, Mr. Mangione, that there is
something that is not good about the John Reed Society, that per-
haps ?the John Reed Society is not dedicated to our form of govern-
ment?

Mr. MANGIONE. I suspect that, and if I had to do it all over
again, I certainly would not go to meetings of the John Reed Club.
I would not do several things I did in the thirties.

Mr. ScHINE. May I ask you this, Mr. Mangione. When did you
first meet Reed Harris?

Mr. MANGIONE. Reed Harris, I met him in the writers project. He
was some kind of administrative assistant.

Mr. SCHINE. Which project?
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Mr. MANGIONE. The Federal Writers Project in Washington.

Mr. ScHINE. Did you ever persuade him to join some organiza-
tion?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, sir, no, never.

Mr. SCHINE. Were you in the League of American Writers?

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes. I was a member of that for a while until I
decided that that was really a Communist front.

Mr. CoHN. How long did it take you to decide that?

Mr. MANGIONE. It took me about a year and a half.

Mr. CoHN. When did you join?

Mr. MANGIONE. I don’t remember the exact date, but it must
have been around 1936 or 1937. I can’t remember.

Mr. ScHINE. Mr. Mangione, are you familiar with Reed Harris
career?

Mr. MANGIONE. Am I familiar with his what?

Mr. ScHINE. Career?

Mr. MANGIONE. I am only familiar with the fact that he was on
the writers project at the time doing a lot of paper work.

Mr. SCHINE. You knew of his ideas over the years?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, sir. We never discussed them.

Mr. ScHINE. Did you know any of his ideas in the early thirties?

Mr. MANGIONE. No. I just had heard that he had written a book
which had created quite a stir. I never read the book.

Mr. SCHINE. Do you know anything about the book?

Mr. MANGIONE. Only from what I read in the papers since his
hearings.

Mr. SCHINE. Based on your understanding of what he wrote in
that book, if you were to pick a man to be the first or the second
person in charge of the International Information Administration,
which is supposed to depict the American way of life, and promote
understanding of our ideas and counter Communist propaganda,
would you select Reed Harris as that man?

Mr. MANGIONE. I can’t answer that yes or no. I would consider
the fact that he wrote this book when he did, when he was young.
I think people change. They undoubtedly do if they are any good.
Whether they change for the better or worse depends on what kind
of character they are. In the case of Reed Harris, I don’t know
whether he changed or not. I would be inclined to give him the ben-
efit of the doubt, but I would investigate the facts.

Mr. SCHINE. You would probably want to have from him some
tangible evidence that he had refuted his earlier beliefs, and that
he felt that he had made mistakes?

Mr. MANGIONE. A man may refute his earlier beliefs to his wife
and mother, but sometimes he doesn’t get the opportunity or there
is no avenue to refute his earlier beliefs.

Mr. SCHINE. Writing a book is a pretty good way of doing it.

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes, it is. Again I would say this. I know many,
many writers, and I would say that I have found that many writers
who wrote books—and I don’t mean political books necessarily, say
novels—when they were very young, are very embarrassed by them
when they get older. I think that is natural. People change bio-
logically and their mind changes.

Senator DIRKSEN. Is writing your principal business now?

b
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Mr. MANGIONE. Yes. That is, I make a living by copy writing. I
write books on the side. I lead a double life in that sense.

Senator DIRKSEN. What about pamphlets and short stories and
essays; do you do some work in that field?

Mr. MANGIONE. No. I am not a good short story writer. I did sell
a short story to Esquire a couple of years ago, but they have not
run it yet.

Senator DIRKSEN. You were paid, but it was not printed?

Mr. MANGIONE. It is very annoying. I write short stories so sel-
dom I like to see them in print when I do write them.

Senator DIRKSEN. Have you been given some idea of the basic
purpose for the explorations of this committee?

Mr. MANGIONE. I saw an editorial, “McCarthy Targets Overseas
Books.”

Senator DIRKSEN. Did you get the nub of the purpose in which
we are engaged just now?

Mr. MANGIONE. I know you have been having Voice of America
hearings, and now according to this story you are going to talk
about books in overseas libraries. As I understand the United
States Information Service, that is not connected with the Voice of
America.

Senator DIRKSEN. Yes, it is.

Mr. MANGIONE. It is?

Senator DIRKSEN. Let me brief you, because I think every wit-
ness is entitled to know basically what is at stake and it can be
helpful to both the witness and to the committee.

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes.

Senator DIRKSEN. There is an overall International Information
Administration, which carries on the propaganda program for the
free ideas. That includes the motion pictures, the Voice of America,
the library program, of which there are some 150 scattered around
the world. They usually have a librarian there, and the people in
that particular country can come in and freely run through the
shelves and find what they want to read. The committee is of the
opinion, and I think the opinion and conviction is well founded,
that if we take taxpayers money and purchase books to be placed
in those libraries, where they can reach people in an impression-
able stage, and those books instead of selling the American idea
and the free idea, sell exactly the opposite thing, it would certainly
be a disservice to the people of the country, and could scarcely be
justified as a sound investment of public funds.

Mr. MANGIONE. I agree with you, sir.

Senator DIRKSEN. I am glad to hear you say that. We have had
a number on the stand this morning, and there will be others, some
of whom have known affiliations with the Communist party, as, for
instance, Earl Browder who was here this morning. There can be
little doubt as to his identity with the party scheme, although Mr.
Browder even refused to identify his own books this morning. But
those books have been in these libraries, and that looks like any-
thing but a good deal for the American people, particularly when
young men are slugging it out over in Korea in the interest of what
we think of as the free American system.

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes.
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Senator DIRKSEN. So the purpose of the exploration has been,
first, find the books that have been acquired with public funds, and
to see what kind of gospel those books sell and then to nail it down.
Involved, of course, is the future of this whole information program.
Shall it continue? Shall it continue in a different direction? Shall
it continue under other auspices? All those are merely collateral
questions that must be resolved later.

The purpose in having you here was first to ascertain whether
you were the author of books, whether those books were in these
libraries, and what the general philosophic content of those books
is.
Mr. MANGIONE. Fine. I might say I agree with the general tenor
of that certainly. I think if I may express an opinion that the dan-
ger in a query like this is that we might give people a broad ammu-
nition that is anti-American. That is, we might give the impression
that we are afraid of ideas. I hope we are not. I agree with you that
a book that is out and out Communist, that does not have the in-
terest of this country at heart, should not appear in these libraries.
As for my own books, I am very happy about my books, sir. I have
written three books and they have been generally praised very
highly by most of the press. My books are expressions about my
feeling about my country and my family and my love of God. These
books, I think, do a service, and I will be glad to go over each book
with you, if you wish, and tell you briefly what they consist of.

Mr. ScHINE. Mr. Mangione, do you think that it is in the best
interests of the country for our committee to try and ascertain if
the maximum constructive use has been made of taxpayers funds
appropriated for an information program, and to try to find out and
pin down responsibility if we find that the maximum constructive
use has not been made?

Mr. MANGIONE. That sounds like a very honest and legitimate
purpose to me.

Mr. ScHINE. Mr. Mangione, do you think that our committee is
representing the best interests of the American people if we seek
to expose members of a conspiracy to overthrow our government by
force and violence?

Mr. MANGIONE. I think that depends on your tactics. For in-
stance, the other day when I was presented by a man who is a
false witness, I didn’t feel very good about these tactics.

Mr. SCHINE. You have witnessed our tactics here today.

Mr. MANGIONE. And I think they have been very good.

Mr. CoHN. You told us you were a member of the League of
American Writers. Were you on the advisory board of a publication
known as Direction? 1 think that was a publication of this writers
project.

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes, I had something to do with it. I think I did.

Mr. ConN. Did you regard that as a Communist publication?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, it was not a Communist publication.

Mr. CoHN. Did you ever come to regard it as a Communist domi-
nated publication at any time?

Mr. MANGIONE. We can not be talking about the same publica-
tion because the one I have in mind only came out once.

Mr. CoHN. There was only one issue?

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes.
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, Mr.? CoHN. Was Reed Harris on the board of that, too, do you
Nnow?

Mr. MANGIONE. To the best of my recollection he was not, but I
can’t say for sure.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know that has been cited by the Un-American
Activities Committee as a Communist initiated and controlled pub-
lication?

Mr. MANGIONE. No.

Mr. CoHN. That is a surprise to you?

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes. May I see this publication?

Mr. ConN. I don’t have it here.

Mr. MANGIONE. I would like to make sure we are talking about
the same publication, because I was interested in little magazines
of all kinds in those days. I wrote an article on it for the Literary
Digest. 1 may be getting it confused with some other publication.
But I would like to see it.

Mr. CoHN. I am sorry, I do not have it available.

Mr. MANGIONE. In that case I would withhold identifying it until
I actually see it.

Mr. SCHINE. Could you produce the one you are familiar with for
us?

Mr. MANGIONE. Which one is that?

Mr. CoHN. Direction. Do you have a copy of that?

Mr. MANGIONE. I just remember vaguely this. There were so
many publications that the writers project had things to do with.
There was, for instance, one called American Stuff. About that time
there were other publications I got interested in putting out writer
project issues or special sections. It seems to me that there was a
magazine called Direction which did that. So actually it was not a
Federal Writers Project publication. That is why I would like to see
it because then I could remember exactly what it was. I could tell
you about American Stuff, and you can find that in the library. I
can tell you it was published by Viking Press. I remember that col-
lection very well.

Senator DIRKSEN. One other question, Mr. Mangione, and this is
wholly speculative, and you can answer it or not, as you like. Do
you not think it is a pretty fair assumption if, for instance, anybody
in this country who had some identity with the Communist party
or any of its fringes, was an author and his books showed up in
a foreign library under American auspices, that Communists in
those countries would be quick to ascertain the fact? Do you not be-
lieve that, as a matter of course, would be true?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, sir, I don’t. May I explain why?

Senator DIRKSEN. Yes, please.

Mr. MANGIONE. For one thing, in the thirties during this atmos-
phere that interested a lot of young so-called idealists who finally
realized that they were being taken over, those people may have
joined the Communist party and done a lot of things they regretted
since, and they may be writing books that are very good books and
that people should read, and that are a service to our country in
terms of the propaganda and the feeling of friendliness we want to
create with other countries, not with Communists in other coun-
tries, but with the general population. So I don’t think it is fair to
condemn a man who had left-wing associations in the thirties, and
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say that the books he writes in the forties or fifties are no good per
se. I think each book must be read carefully. I think the reviews
should be read, to see what the press thought of them, and a gen-
eral opinion formed about each book. I think that is fair enough.
Who is going to be the judge of all this, I don’t know, except I think
the literary editors of this country are pretty fair judges by and
large. I think if you took a consensus, their opinion would be prob-
ably a good guide.

Senator DIRKSEN. Would you qualify that answer some on the
basis of the age of the author of the book?

Mr. MANGIONE. The age of the author of the book?

Senator DIRKSEN. Yes.

Mr. MANGIONE. It depends on how old he was.

Senator DIRKSEN. Something that somebody did in his early
twenties, let us say.

Mr. MANGIONE. In his early twenties. Some people mature a lit-
tle more quickly than others. Sometimes it takes a little while
longer for a person to mature. Some people in their twenties are
reckless and irresponsible, and then they do mature slowly, but
surely. Other people are born mature.

Senator DIRKSEN. But you would not make that answer, I sup-
pose, in connection with books like those of Earl Browder that had
a known objective, and that was

Mr. MANGIONE. I don’t think Earl Browder——

Mr. FANELLI. Let him finish.

Mr. MANGIONE. I am sorry.

Senator DIRKSEN. Books like that, that seek to hurl America
along the Communist path, because that is the objective.

Mr. MANGIONE. I don’t consider that good American propaganda.

Senator DIRKSEN. Now, one other question, Mr. Mangione. Do
you regard this as a fair hearing on the basis of the responsibility
the committee has to explore this, since it involves public funds
and a public activity to persuade people behind the Iron Curtain
and elsewhere of the merits of the free system?

Mr. MANGIONE. I think it could be a little more full. That is, I
can only judge of my own personal experience. You have not in-
quired about my books. I don’t know whether you gentlemen have
read them. You don’t know how they were received, what the press
thought of them, how pro-American they were, and so on. I think
these are important considerations in terms of me.

Senator DIRKSEN. Would you like to give us just a brief state-
ment on that subject?

Mr. MANGIONE. I would love to.

Senator DIRKSEN. Very well.

Mr. MANGIONE. First of all, because I got some inkling of the fact
that you were interested in the books overseas, and because I re-
member the conversations I had with Mr. Mackey about the fact
that the State Department had bought some copies of the book, I
have taken the liberty of bringing along my last book, which is Re-
union in Sicily and here it is.

Mr. FANELLI. Could you spare a copy of that?

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes, I can. I could give that to the committee
with my compliments.
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Senator DIRKSEN. If we don’t have a copy of that at the moment,
we would be glad to have it.

Mr. MANGIONE. First of all, I have a scrapbook here

Mr. FANELLI. Do not give the committee all of it, but just indicate
its contents.

Mr. MANGIONE. This is a scrapbook. I am not going into all of
it. I just want to make the general statement that most of these
reviews are extremely favorable and indicate a very pro-American
attitude. Some of the more politically minded reviewers indicate it
is an anti-Communist book. Would you like to see the scrap book?
It is my only copy.

Senator DIRKSEN. Would you like to leave it here and have it re-
turned to you?

Mr. MANGIONE. It is my only copy, but if I could leave it here,
and if you would indicate what you would like to have photostated,
I could do that.

Senator DIRKSEN. Suppose you take it back with you and we will
rest it on these statements that you have made and then we may
want some particular things and will contact you.

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes. I would like to read into the record, if I may
have the opportunity, a couple of paragraphs towards the end to
sort of summarize the gist of the whole book and findings. It tried
to be an objective book, as objective as I could make it. This is
what it says:

In retrospect, the spiritualness I found among the Sicilians was the most sur-
prising feature of my sojourn. I had sailed from New York with reluctance and fore-
boding, certain that the Sicilians would be warped and embittered by their encoun-
ter with the war. My fears left me as soon as I set foot on the island. I felt myself
in the presence of an ancient wisdom that transcended all defeat. There was dissen-
sion, but the general atmosphere was clear and stimulating. The hangdog look I saw
during fascism was gone; so were the strutting patriots and the fake nationalism.
There was life galore—vibrant, warm and poignantly human.

Yet, the infections of fascism were still noticeable. There were specters of dictator-
ship, from the right and the left, ready to thrive on poverty and confusion. There
was liberty, but only some of the people realized what a precious thing it was; not
all of them knew how to use it. There were those who chose to interpret it as free-
dom from responsibility. Others were ready to exchange it for the promises of
would-be tyrants. It was going to take time, years of experience with liberty, before
the majority could absorb what the older people had almost forgotten and the
younger ones never knew; the meaning and value of the democratic process. But in
the meantime, one could easily be optimistic, for their strong faith in life and their
deep-rooted talent to survive its worst onslaughts were as promising and impressive
as a Sicilian spring.

I might add that both my parents were born in Sicily. I have
hundreds of relatives there. I was able to make an accurate inves-
tigation. I reported my findings to Ambassador Dunn, because he
was going down there, and I thought the information would be use-
ful to him.

I have gotten a little depressed since because of the forthcoming
election in Italy. This is an election that is as important as the gen-
eral Italian election that happened in 1948. During that 1948 elec-
tion, I made a short wave talk along with Mrs. John Cabot Lodge
to the people of Italy urging them to vote the democratic ticket.

Mr. CoHN. Mrs. John Davis Lodge.

Mr. MANGIONE. John Davis Lodge. I have a photograph that ap-
peared in the Philadelphia Inquirer. This is 1948. There is a photo-
graph of Mrs. Lodge broadcasting and me and some countess here



971

waiting to broadcast. This is described as a part of the anti-Com-
munist message for voters in Italy. It simply describes that we are
waiting our turn to speak. I think perhaps this ought to go in the
record.

I am concerned about this election very seriously. It is coming soon. I think next
month. I wish this committee or some other committee could do something about
that, because that is going to have an effect that is worldwide. If the Communists
win, it will be very unfortunate because there are many people in Sicily, in Italy
and I think in Europe, but I know Italy pretty well, who call themselves Com-
munists, who do not know the meaning of communism but are going along with
Communists, which is bad, because it represents power for the Communist Party.

Senator DIRKSEN. Is Togliatti still the spiritual head?

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes.

Senator DIRKSEN. How about De Gaspari?

Mr. MANGIONE. He has been strong up to this point. He was able
to survive the last election, I think mainly because the Americans
got busy and wrote to their Italian relatives, “Look, we don’t want
left wing parties in there, and it would be nice if you voted the
right way.” I think these letters had a tremendous influence. Noth-
ing has been done, as far as I can make out, to get anyone in Italy
excited about the outcome of this election.

Senator DIRKSEN. Are you alarmed about the outcome in terms
of Red strength at the polls everywhere in Italy or only in some
areas like Milan and Turin?

Mr. MANGIONE. Having been away from Italy for five years I
don’t know specifically the different areas. I do know Sicily very
well. I had predicted that the Communists would win in Sicily. I
had made my prediction known to the American consulate there,
and they sort of pooh-poohed it. The Communists in Sicily did win
their election. It was a parliamentary election. It was not too im-
portant fortunately but it was a symptom of what was to come.

Senator DIRKSEN. It is a question for the voters there to decide.

Mr. MANGIONE. Yes, but the voters there have not had enough
experience in democracy to know how to decide. The Italians have
been kicked around so much, they have had twenty years of dicta-
torship included in that kicking around process, so their political
judgment needs maturing. They are easily attracted by slogans and
Concllmunists are smart enough to use the slogans that answer their
needs.

Senator DIRKSEN. I have one other question, Mr. Mangione.
Where did you do your college work?

Mr. MANGIONE. Syracuse University. I graduated in 1931 with a
bachelor of arts degree, English major.

Mr. CoHN. Were you ever special assistant to the director of the
Immigration and Naturalization Service?

Mr. MANGIONE. Let me correct that. I had the title of special as-
sistant to the commissioner, and this was the period from 1942 to
1948 with the exception of a leave of absence for one year.

Mr. ConN. Under what circumstances?

Mr. MANGIONE. Under three commissioners.

Mr. CoBN. Under what circumstances did you leave?

Mr. MANGIONE. I was hired to help publicize the 1940 alien reg-
istration program.

Mr. CoHN. Was any loyalty question involved in your leaving?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, not at all.
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Mr. COHN. Are you sure of that?

Mr. MANGIONE. Absolutely sure. In leaving what?

Mr. CoHN. The immigration service.

Mr. MANGIONE. There have never been any loyalty questions
about leaving any service. I am sure of that because at that time
when I left the immigration service in 1948, which I did because
I just married a Philadelphia girl and the immigration service was
coming back to Washington and I wanted to stay in Philadelphia
and get in private industry, I got a job with N. W. Ayer and Son,
and I learned the job of copy writing. At the time I left I was under
attack by the Hearst press. The Hearst press wanted to make it
appear that I was fired. Commissioner Watson Miller made a state-
ment that I was leaving for personal reasons.

Mr. CoHN. There should have been some loyalty investigation.

Mr. MANGIONE. I was constantly investigated.

Mr. CoHN. You concede that you were a member of certain orga-
nizations which turned out to be Communist friends, and you were
in the League of American Writers, and you were in frequent at-
tendance at the John Reed Club?

Mr. MANGIONE. No, I was not.

Mr. CoHN. How many times did you attend the meetings of the
John Reed Club?

Mr. MANGIONE. About five or six times.

Mr. ConN. That is a lot.

Mr. MANGIONE. Over a two year period.

Mr. CoHN. That is a lot. I think once is a lot.

Mr. MANGIONE. I agree with you now. I do not think your sum-
mary was very accurate, Mr. Counsel.

Senator DIRKSEN. I think in all candor, Mr. Mangione, it ought
to be said you have been indeed a very refreshing witness. I do not
believe you have tried to conceal anything from the committee.

Mr. MANGIONE. No, sir, I have nothing to conceal. The reason I
can speak honestly is because I speak with a clear conscience.

Mr. SCHINE. Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether it is within
our province or not, but it appears that it might be constructive,
since Mr. Mangione has written books on the subject and has
thought about it a great deal, and is presently concerned about the
election problem in Italy, if he has any ideas and would like to put
them in writing and submit them to the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, they would be very pleased to see them.

Senator DIRKSEN. I am afraid, however, that is not the province
of this committee. That would be a voluntary contribution which
Mr. Mangione would have to make.

Mr. MANGIONE. May I suggest if anyone knows anyone on that
committee that they do read Reunion in Sicily. Although that was
written of the period of 1947, I am sure the situation is the same
in Sicily. That might be an indication of how the situation could
best be met.

Mr. FANELLI. Senator, is the witness excused?

Senator DIRKSEN. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. We will let you know if there is anything further.

Senator DIRKSEN. Mr. Hughes, will you come forward, please?
Will you stand and be sworn?

Mr. HUGHES. Do you put your hand on the book?
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Senator DIRKSEN. It is not necessary at this time.

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give
is the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help
you God?

Mr. HUGHES. I do.

TESTIMONY OF LANGSTON HUGHES (ACCOMPANIED BY HIS
COUNSEL, FRANK D. REEVES)

Senator DIRKSEN. Will you identify yourself for the record,
please?

Mr. REEVES. My name is Frank D. Reeves.

Senator DIRKSEN. You are here as counsel to Mr. Hughes?

Mr. REEVES. That is right.

Senator DIRKSEN. Where do you reside?

Mr. REEVES. In the District of Columbia, 1901 11th Street.

Senator DIRKSEN. And you are an attorney at law, and a member
of the District Bar?

Mr. REEVES. That is correct.

Senator DIRKSEN. Has this always been your home?

Mr. REEVES. For the last twenty years or more.

Senator DIRKSEN. And you came originally from where?

Mr. REEVES. I was originally born in Montreal, Canada.

Senator DIRKSEN. So since that time you have been here?

Mr. REEVES. Yes, and I was naturalized.

Senator DIRKSEN. How long have you been a member of the Dis-
trict Bar?

Mr. REEVES. Since 1943.

Senator DIRKSEN. Mr. Hughes, will you state your name for the
record?

Mr. HUGHES. James Langston Hughes.

Senator DIRKSEN. Do you always use that name, James Langston
Hughes?

Mr. HUGHES. In writing I use simply Langston Hughes, but
friends know both names.

Senator DIRKSEN. Where were you born?

Mr. HUGHES. Joplin, Missouri.

Senator DIRKSEN. If it is not too personal, how old are you now?

Mr. HUGHES. 51; I was born in 1902.

Senator DIRKSEN. Is Missouri still your home?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, New York City is my home.

Senator DIRKSEN. How long have you been residing in New York
City?

Mr. HUGHES. I would say with any regularity for ten years, but
I have been going in and out of New York for the last twenty-five.

Senator DIRKSEN. I assume you travel and lecture?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, I do.

Senator DIRKSEN. From coast to coast?

Mr. HUGHES. In fact, I first came to New York in 1921, but off
and on I have not lived there.

Senator DIRKSEN. You have a family?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, I don’t.

Senator DIRKSEN. You are a single man?

Mr. HUGHES. I am.

Senator DIRKSEN. Have you done college work at any time?
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Mr. HUGHES. I did a year at Columbia, and I finished my college
at Lincoln University in Pennsylvania, and graduated in 1929.

Senator DIRKSEN. You hold a degree?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, I do. I have also an honorary degree.

Senator DIRKSEN. Other than writing, have you had some kind
of occupation or profession?

Mr. HUGHES. No, not with any regularity. I have been a lecturer,
of course, all the forms of writing. I had one Hollywood job years
ago.

Senator DIRKSEN. Are you attached to the faculty of any school
or any university?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, I am not, but I was about to tell you that
I have been a writer in residence at the University and at Chicago
Laboratory School.

Senator DIRKSEN. Other than writing, you do not pursue any
other occupation?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir.

Senator DIRKSEN. That is your occupation?

Mr. HUGHES. Not with any degree of regularity, no.

Senator DIRKSEN. Have you ever worked for the government of
the United States?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, not so far as I know, unless you would con-
sider—I don’t think one would consider USO appearances during
the war——

Senator DIRKSEN. Did you appear for the USO?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes. Or writing scripts, but those were unpaid.

Senator DIRKSEN. Did you lecture for the USQO?

Mr. HUGHES. I made a number of USO appearances, yes, sir.

Senator DIRKSEN. In this country or abroad?

Mr. HUGHES. In this country.

Senator DIRKSEN. And have you lectured abroad?

Mr. HUuGHES. I have, but not under any government auspices.

Senator DIRKSEN. No, I mean privately.

Mr. HUGHES. Privately I have. I would not say professionally
really, but I have been asked to give speeches abroad, or have spo-
ken or read my poems, usually my poems.

Senator DIRKSEN. Now, with respect to your travels have you
traveled recently in the last ten or fifteen years?

Mr. HUGHES. In the country?

Senator DIRKSEN. Outside.

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir. I have not been out of the country if my
memory is correct since 1938 or 1939.

Senator DIRKSEN. Would you care to tell us whether you have
traveled to the Soviet Union?

Mr. HUGHES. I have, sir, yes.

Senator DIRKSEN. For an extended period?

Mr. HUGHES. I was there for about a year.

Senator DIRKSEN. Just there, or were you lecturing or writing?

Mr. HUGHES. Well, I went to make a movie, or to work on a
movie, rather. I should not say make, myself. I went to work on
a picture. The picture was not made, and I remained as a writer
and journalist, and came back around the world.

Senator DIRKSEN. That I assume was a Soviet-made movie.

Mr. HUGHES. It was to have been. It was not made.
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Senator DIRKSEN. As I recall, all movies in the Soviet Union are
government products, really, are they not?

Mr. HUGHES. This was a disputed point at that time. But I would
think so. At any rate, the film company was called Meschrabpom
Film.

Senator DIRKSEN. How do you spell that?

Mr. HUGHES. I am sorry I can not tell you. I don’t read Russian.

Senator DIRKSEN. Your chief reputation lies in the fact that you
were a poet. Would that be a correct statement?

Mr. HUGHES. I think in most people’s minds that would be cor-
rect, although I have written many other kinds of things, yes, sto-
ries, and plays as well.

Senator DIRKSEN. This will be a direct question, of course, but
first I think I should explain to you the purpose of this hearing,
because I believe witnesses are entitled to know.

Mr. HUGHES. I would appreciate it, sir.

Senator DIRKSEN. You see, last year Congress appropriated
$86,000,000 against an original request of $160,000,000 for the
purpose of propagandizing the free world, the free system, and I
think you get the general idea of what I mean, the American sys-
tem. In that $86,000,000, about $21,000,000 was allocated to the
Voice of America. Some was allocated to the motion pictures. Some
funds were used.

Mr. HUGHES. I am sorry, I did not understand that.

Senator DIRKSEN. Motion pictures and the Voice of America, did
you get that?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, I did.

Senator DIRKSEN. And then some funds were used to purchase
books to equip libraries in many sections of the world, the idea
being, of course, that if people in those countries have access to
American books, which allegedly delineate American objectives and
American culture, that it would be useful in propagandizing our
way of life and our system. The books of a number of authors have
found their way into those libraries. They were purchased, of
course. The question is whether or not they subserve the basic pur-
pose we had in mind in the first instance when we appropriated
money or whether they reveal a wholly contrary idea. There is
some interest, of course, in your writings, because volumes of
poems done by you have been acquired, and they have been placed
in these libraries, ostensibly by the State Department, more par-
ticularly, I suppose I should say, by the International Information
Administration. So we are exploring that matter, because it does
involve the use of public funds to require that kind of literature,
and the question is, is it an efficacious use of funds, does it go to
the ideal that we assert, and can it logically be justified.

So we have encountered quite a number of your works, and I
would be less than frank with you, sir, if I did not say that there
is a question in the minds of the committee, and in the minds of
a good many people, concerning the general objective of some of
those poems, whether they strike a Communist, rather than an
anti-Communist note.

So now at this point, I think probably Mr. Cohn, our counsel, has
some questions he would like to ask.
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Mr. HUGHES. Could I ask you, sir, which books of mine are in
the libraries?

Senator DIRKSEN. They are here, and I think we will probably
refer to a number of them.

Mr. HUGHES. I see, because I could not quite know otherwise.

Mr. CoHN. We will refer you from time to time to specific ones.
Let me ask you this: Have you ever been a Communist?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, I am not. I presume by that you mean a
Communist party member, do you not?

Mr. ConN. I mean a Communist.

Mr. HUGHES. I would have to know what you mean by your defi-
nition of communism.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever been a believer in communism?

Mr. HUGHES. I have never been a believer in communism or a
Communist party member.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever been a believer in socialism?

Mr. HUGHES. My feeling, sir, is that I have believed in the entire
philosophies of the left at one period in my life, including socialism,
communism, Trotskyism. All isms have influenced me one way or
another, and I can not answer to any specific ism, because I am
not familiar with the details of them and have not read their lit-
erature.

Mr. COHN. Are you not being a little modest?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. You mean to say you have no familiarity with com-
munism?

Mr. HUGHES. No, I would not say that, sir. I would simply say
that I do not have a complete familiarity with it. I have not read
the Marxist volumes. I have not read beyond the introduction of
the Communist Manifesto.

Mr. CoHN. Let us see if we can get an answer to this: Have you
ever believed in communism?

Mr. HUGHES. Sir, I would have to know what you mean by com-
munism to answer that truthfully, and honestly, and according to
the oath.

Mr. COHN. Interpret it as broadly as you want. Have you ever
believed that there is a form of government better than the one
under which this country operates today?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, I have not.

Mr. ConN. You have never believed that?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. That is your testimony under oath?

Mr. HUGHES. That is right.

Mr. COHN. Have you ever attended a Communist party meeting?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, I have not.

Mr. COHN. And if witnesses said you did, they would be lying?

Mr. HUGHES. They would be lying, and as far as I know, I was
never to a Communist meeting.

Mr. CoHN. Could it happen that you have been?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, it could not.

Mr. CoHN. You would know if you were at a Communist party
meeting?

Mr. HUGHES. Not necessarily.
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Mr. CoHN. Were you ever at any meeting about which you have
doubt now that it might have been a Communist meeting?

Mr. HUGHES. That is why I would like a definition of what you
mean by communism, and also what you would call a Communist
party meeting. As you know, one may go to a Baptist church and
not be a Baptist.

Mr. CoHN. I did not ask you that. I asked you whether or not
you ever attended a Communist party meeting. I did not say if you
were a Communist party member attending a Communist party
meeting. So your analogy about a Baptist does not hold water. The
only question now is: Have you ever attended a Communist party
meeting.

Mr. HUGHES. As far as I know, not. That is the best I can say.

Mr. CoHN. Were there any meetings you now think might have
been Communist party meetings?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, there are not.

Mr. CoHN. Were you ever a believer in socialism?

Mr. HUGHES. Well, sir, I would say no. If you mean socialism by
the volumes that are written about socialism and what it actually
means, I couldn’t tell you. I would say no.

Mr. CoHN. You would say no?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, sir, I would say no.

Mr. CoHN. You want to tell us you have never been a believer
in anything except our form of government?

Mr. HUGHES. As far as government goes, I have not.

Mr. CoBN. What do you mean, as far as government goes?

Mr. HUGHES. I mean to answer to your question.

Mr. CoBN. Do you have some reservation about it?

Mr. HUGHES. No, I have not. Would you repeat your question for
me?

Mr. HUGHES. Let us do it this way. Did you write something
called Scottsboro Limited? 8

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, sir, I did.

Mr. CoHN. Do you not think that follows the Communist party
line very well?

Mr. HUGHES. It very well might have done so, although I am not
sure I ever knew what the Communist party line was since it very
often changed.

Mr. CoHN. Mr. Hughes, when you wrote Scottsboro Limited, did
you believe in what you were saying in that poem?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, not entirely, because I was writing in char-
acters.

Mr. CoHN. It is your testimony you were writing in character
and what was said did not represent your beliefs?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir. You cannot say I don’t believe, if I may
clarify my feeling about creative writing, that when you make a
character, a Klansman, for example, as I have in some of my
poems, I do not, sir.

Mr. CoHN. How about Scottsboro Limited, specifically. Do you be-
lieve in the message carried by that work?

8 Langston Hughes, Scottsboro Limited: Four Poems and a Play in Verse (New York: The Gold-
en Stair Press, 1932).
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Mr. HUGHES. I believe that some people did believe in it at the
time.

Mr. CoHN. Did you believe in it?

Mr. HUGHES. Did I?

Mr. CoHN. Did you personally believe? You can answer that. Let
me read you, “Rise, workers and fight, audience, fight, fight, fight,
fight, the curtain is a great red flag rising to the strains of the
Internationale.” That is pretty plain, is it not?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, indeed it is.

Mr. CoHN. Did you believe in that message when you wrote, it?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. You did not believe it?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. It was contrary to your beliefs, is that right?

Mr. HUGHES. Sir, I don’t think you can get a yes or no answer
entirely to any literary question, so I give you

Mr. CouN. I am trying, Mr. Hughes, because I think you have
gone pretty far in some of these things, and I think you know pret-
ty well what you did. When you wrote something called “Ballads
of Lenin,” did you believe that when you wrote it?

Mr. HUGHES. Believe what, sir?

Mr. CoHN. Comrade Lenin of Russia speaks from marble:

On guard with the workers forever—
The world is our room!

Mr. HUGHES. That is a poem. One can not state one believes
every word of a poem.

Mr. CoHN. I do not know what one can say. I am asking you spe-
ciﬁca})ly do you believe in the message carried and conveyed in this
poem?

Mr. HUGHES. It would demand a great deal of discussion. You
can not say yes or no.

Mr. CoHN. You can not say yes or no?

Mr. HUGHES. One can if one wants to confuse one’s opinions.

Mr. CoHN. You wrote it, Mr. Hughes, and we would like an an-
swer. This is very important. Did you or didn’t you?

Mr. HUGHES. May I confer with counsel, sir?

Mr. COHN. Surely.

[Witness conferred with his counsel.]

Mr. HUGHES. Would you ask me the question again, sir?

[Question read by the reporter.]

Mr. HUGHES. My feeling is that one can not give a yes or no an-
swer to such a question, because the Bible, for example, means
many things to different people. That poem would mean many
things to different people.

Mr. CoHN. How did you intend it to mean?

Mr. HUGHES. I would have to read and study it and go back
twenty years to tell you that.

Mr. CoHN. Read it right now. Is it your testimony that you can
not recall it?

Mr. HUGHES. I could not recite it to you, no, sir. I can not.

That, sir, in my opinion is a poem symbolizing what I felt at that
time Lenin as a symbol might mean to workers in various parts of
the world. The Spanish Negro in the cane fields, the Chinese in
Shanghai, and so on.
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Mr. CoHN. Is that what it meant to you at that time?

Mr. HUGHES. That is what it meant to me at that time.

Senator DIRKSEN. Mr. Hughes, let me ask, are you familiar with
an organization known as the International Union of Revolutionary
Writers?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes. If I am not mistaken that was the inter-
national format to which the League of American Writers was af-
filiated.

Senator DIRKSEN. That was a Soviet organization, I take it, was
it not?

Mr. HUGHES. My understanding of it, sir, was that it was an
international organization.

Senator DIRKSEN. Did it have its headquarters in the Soviet
Union?

Mr. HUGHES. That, sir, I am sorry I can’t tell you. I don’t know.

Senator DIRKSEN. This goes back now to 1940, and I am not un-
mindful of course that one does not always have a pinpoint recol-
lection of things that happened a long time ago. But in November
1940, you did recite one or more of your poems at the Hotel Vista
de la Royal in Pasadena, California. Does that occur to you?

Mr. HUGHES. Could you tell me more about it?

Senator DIRKSEN. It was known as an author’s luncheon, and it
was the Vista de la Royal Hotel in Pasadena, California. On the
same program was one George Palmer Putnam.

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, sir, I remember that. I was prevented from
reading my poems there by a picket line thrown around the hotel
by Amy Semple McPherson.

Senator DIRKSEN. They referred to you as author of the poem
and member of the American section of Moscow’s International
Union of Revolutionary Writers. I presume you were familiar with
the hand bill advertising it and that it also carried one of your
poems?

Mr. HUGHES. Sir, I would be inclined to say perhaps that was the
handbill put out by the picket line, rather than the sponsors of the
luncheon.

Senator DIRKSEN. Is that statement correct that you were a part
of the American section of Moscow’s International Union of Revolu-
tionary Writers?

Mr. HUGHES. I would say with the word “Moscow” eliminated it
would be correct. I was a member of the League of American Writ-
ers which was affiliated with the international.

Senator DIRKSEN. Was that an organization that required dues
of its members? Did you pay dues at all?

Mr. HUGHES. I do not believe so, sir. I had been at that period
in my life very often a kind of honorary member or a member that
they just had.

Senator DIRKSEN. Are you fifty-three now?

Mr. HUGHES. I am fifty-one, sir. I was born in 1902.

Senator DIRKSEN. Fifty-one?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, sir.

Senator DIRKSEN. That was thirteen years ago, so you were 38
years old, and that would doubtless be the age of discretion, cer-
tainly, would it not?
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Mr. HUGHES. Yes, I would say, sir, that I certainly was a mem-
ber of the League of American Writers, but I have no recollection
of paying any regular dues.

Senator DIRKSEN. You know, Mr. Hughes, I was very curious
when you asked, “Do you put your hand on the book” in taking the
oath, and the reason for the curiosity was that poem that you
wrote at that time, and that you read at that meeting in Pasadena,
and its title is “Goodbye, Christ”.?

Mr. HUGHES. There are misstatements in your statement. The
poem was not written at that time. It was not read at that meet-
ing, and I can’t quite remember what the other was, but I think
you have three wrong statements.

Senator DIRKSEN. My statement may be an inaccuracy, but I
have before me here the Saturday Evening Post for December 21,
1940, and here is what it recites: “Here is a photograph of a cir-
cular distributed here early in November.”

Mr. HUGHES. Distributed where?

Senator DIRKSEN. In Pasadena. And in a box where it is boldly
set out, and it is photographed, the first line is, “Attention Chris-
tians” with two exclamation points. “Be sure to attend the book
and author luncheon at Vista de la Royal Hotel, Pasadena, Cali-
fornia.” Can you hear me?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, I can hear you.

Senator DIRKSEN. “Friday, November 15, 1940, at 12:15 prompt-
ly. Hear the distinguished young Negro poet, Langston Hughes, au-
thor of the following poem, and member of the American Section
of Moscow’s International Union of Revolutionary Writers,” and the
title is “Goodbye, Christ.”

Mr. HUGHES. Yes.

Senator DIRKSEN. The reason I was curious about your asking for
the book on which to hold your hand and may I say, sir, from my
familiarity with the Negro people for a long time that they are in-
nately a very devout and religious people—this is the first para-
graph of the poem:

Listen, Christ, you did all right in your day, I reckon

But that day is gone now.

They ghosted you up a swell story, too,

And called it the Bible, but it is dead now.

The popes and the preachers have made too much money from it. They have sold
you to too many.

Do you think that Book is dead?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, I do not. That poem, like that handbill, is
an ironical and satirical poem.

Senator DIRKSEN. It was not so accepted, I fancy, by the Amer-
ican people.

Mr. HUGHES. It was accepted by a large portion of them and
some ministers and bishops understood the poem and defended it.

Senator DIRKSEN. I know many who accepted the words for what
they seem to convey.

9In the public hearing on March 26, Senator McCarthy inserted the entire text of “Goodbye
Christ” in the record and added: “As far as I know, this was not in any of the books purchased
by the information program. This is merely included in the record on request, to show the type
of thinking of Mr. Hughes at that time, the type of writings which were being purchased.”
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Mr. HUGHES. That is exactly what I meant to say in answer to
the other gentleman’s question, that poetry may mean many things
to many people,

Senator DIRKSEN. We will put all of it in the record, of course,
but I will read you the third stanza.

Goodbye, Christ Jesus, Lord of Jehovah,

Beat it on away from here now

Make way for a new guy with no religion at all,
A real guy named Marx communism, Lenin Peasant, Stalin worker, me.

How do you think the average reader would take that?

Mr. HUGHES. Sir; the average reader is very likely to take poetry,
if they take it at all, and they usually don’t take it at all, they are
very likely often not to understand it, sir. I have found it very dif-
ficult myself to understand a great many poems that one had to
study in school. If you will permit me, I will explain that poem to
you from my viewpoint.

Senator DIRKSEN. Of course, when all is said and done a poem
like this must necessarily speak for itself, because notwithstanding
what may have been in your mind, what inhibitions, whether you
crossed your fingers on some of those words when you wrote them,
its impact on the thinking of the people is finally what counts.

May I ask, do you write poetry merely for the amusement and
the spiritual and emotional ecstacy that it develops, or do you write
it for a purpose?

Mr. HUGHES. You write it out of your soul and you write it for
your own individual feeling of expression.

First, sir, it does not come from yourself in the first place. It
comes from something beyond oneself, in my opinion.

Senator DIRKSEN. You think this is a providential force?

Mr. HUGHES. There is something more than myself in the cre-
ation of everything that I do. I believe that is in every creation, sir.

Senator DIRKSEN. So you have no objective in writing poetry. It
is not a message that you seek to convey to somebody? You just sit
down and the rather ethereal thoughts suddenly come upon you?

Mr. HUGHES. I have often written poetry in that way, and there
are on occasions times when I have a message that I wish to ex-
press directly and that I want to get to people.

Senator DIRKSEN. Do you know whether this poem was reprinted
in qu;lntities and used as propaganda leaflets by the Communist
party?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, it was not. It was reprinted in quantities
as far as I know, and used as a propaganda leaflet by the organiza-
tions of Gerald L. K. Smith and the organization of extreme anti-
Negro forces in our country, and I have attempted to recall that
poem. I have denied permission for its publication over the years.
I have explained the poem for twenty-two years, I believe, or twen-
ty years, in my writings in the press, and my talks as being a satir-
ical poem, which I think a great pity that anyone should think of
the Christian religion in those terms, and great pity that some-
times we have permitted the church to be disgraced by people who
have used it as a racketeering force. That poem is merely the story
of racketeering in religion and misuse of religion as might have
been seen through the eyes at that time of a young Soviet citizen
who felt very cocky and said to the whole world, “See what people
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do for religion. We don’t do that.” I write a character piece some-
times as in a play. I sometimes have in a play a villain. I do not
believe in that villain myself.

Senator DIRKSEN. Do you think that any twelve-year-old boy
could misunderstand that language, “Goodbye Christ, beat it away
from here now”?

Mr. HUGHES. You cannot take one line.

Senator DIRKSEN. We will read all of it.

Mr. HUGHES. If you read the twelve-year-old the whole poem, I
hope he would be shocked into thinking about the real things of re-
ligion, because with some of my poems that is what I have tried
to do, to shock people into thinking and finding the real meaning
themselves. Certainly I have written many religious poems, many
poems about Christ, and prayers and my own feeling is not what
I believe you seem to think that poem as meaning.

Senator DIRKSEN. I do not want to be captious about it, and I
want to be entirely fair, but it seems to me that this could mean
only one thing to the person who read it.

Mr. HUGHES. I am sorry. There is a thousand interpretations of
Shakespeare’s Sonata.

Senator DIRKSEN. Was this ever set to music?

Mr. HUGHES. No.

Senator DIRKSEN. Do you know Paul Robeson?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes.

Senator DIRKSEN. Do you know him well?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, I do not, not at this period in our lives.

Mr. CoHN. Did you ever know him well? You say “not at this pe-
riod of my life.” Was there ever a period in your life when you
knew Paul Robeson well?

Mr. HUGHES. Before he became famous when we were all young
in Harlem, I knew him fairly well, and at that time he was quite
unknown and so was I. Since his rise to fame, I have not seen him
very often.

Mr. CouN. Did you know he was a Communist when you knew
him very well?

Mr. HUGHES. I would not be able to say if he ever was a Com-
munist.

Mr. CoHN. You still do not know he is a Communist?

Mr. HuGHES. I still do not.

Mr. COHN. Are you a little bit suspicious?

Mr. HUGHES. I don’t know what you mean by suspicious.

Mr. ScHINE. Mr. Hughes, you are entitled to interpret your
poems in any way you want to, and others will interpret your
poems in the way they want to.

Mr. HUGHES. That is true.

Mr. ScHINE. I also should say that you should be entitled to con-
sider the seriousness of not telling the truth before this committee.

Mr. HUGHES. I certainly do, sir. The truth in matters of opinion
is as Anatole France said, like the spokes of a wheel, and my opin-
ions are my own, sir.

Mr. ScHINE. Mr. Hughes, you know many witnesses come before
a committee, and they are not guilty of a crime, and then to avoid
embarrassment or for reasons that they may not understand them-
selves, they do not tell the truth. They are entitled to refuse to an-
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swer on the grounds of self incrimination, but sometimes they do
not take that privilege, and when they have left the room they are
guilty of perjury. I think you should reconsider what you have said
here today on matters of fact before you leave this room, because
perjury is a very serious charge.

Mr. HUGHES. I am certainly aware of that, sir.

Mr. SCHINE. You do not wish to change any of your testimony?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, I do not.

Mr. CouN. Mr. Hughes, is it not a fact now that this poem here
did represent your views and it could only mean one thing, that the
“Ballads to Lenin” did represent your views? You have told us that
all of these things did, that you have been a consistent supporter
of Communist movements and you have been a consistent and un-
deviating follower of the Communist party line up through and in-
cluding recent times. Is that not a fact?

Mr. HUGHES. May I consult with counsel, sir?

Mr. CoHN. Surely.

[Witness conferred with his counsel.]

Mr. CoHN. Can you answer my question?

Mr. HUGHES. May I ask the chairman of the committee if it is
possil?)le to break that question down into specific and component
parts?

Mr. CoHN. Surely. I personally do not think it is necessary. You
say you do not understand the question?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, I do not say I do not understand the ques-
tion. It is not a question. It is a series of questions.

Mr. CoHN. Let us do it this way: Is it not a fact that you have
been a consistent follower of the Communist line?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, I have not.

Mr. CoHN. Tell me in one respect in which you have differed
from the Communist line up through 1949.

[Witness conferred with his counsel.]

Mr. CoHnN. Sir?

Mr. HUGHES. I am sorry, I have forgotten your last question.

Mr. CoHN. The last question was, tell us one respect in which
you differed from the Communist line through the year 1949.

Mr. HUGHES. Sir, I don’t know what the Communist line was in
1949.

Mr. CoHN. Did you know what it was when you came out and
urged the election of the Communist party ticket in 19327

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, I did not know what it was.

Mr. CoHN. Why did you come out and do it that way?

Mr. HUGHES. Just as a lot of people urged the election of the
Democrats without knowing what the platform was.

Mr. ConN. Did you know what you were doing on February 7,
1949, when you gave a statement to the Daily Worker defending
the Communist leaders on trial and saying that the Negro people
too are being tried?

Mr. HUGHES. Could I see that statement, sir?

Mr. CoHN. Did you ever hear of something called the Chicago De-
fender?

Mr. HUGHES. I certainly have.

Mr. CoHN. Did you write in the Chicago Defender, “If the 12
Communists are sent to jail, in a little while they will send Ne-
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groes to jail simply for being Negroes, and to concentration camps
just for being colored.”

Mr. HUGHES. Could I see it?

Mr. CoHN. My first question is did you say it?

Mr. HUGHES. I don’t know.

Mr. CoHN. Could you have said it? That is a pretty serious thing
to say in 1949. Do you have to look at it to see if you said some-
thing in that substance?

Mr. HUGHES. I would have to see it to see if it is in context.

Mr. CoHN. I do not have the original. I will get the original for
you.

Mr. HUGHES. Please do.

Mr. CoHN. In the meantime I would like to know whether or not
you can tell us whether you said it.

Mr. HUGHES. I do not know whether I said it or not.

Mr. CoHN. Did you believe in 1949, “If the 12 Communists are
sent to jail, in a little while they will send Negroes to jail simply
for being Negroes, and to concentration camps just for being col-
ored.” Did you say that?

Mr. HUGHES. The

Mr. CoHN. Did you believe that? That is the question.

Mr. HUGHES. May I consult with counsel, sir?

[Witness conferred with his counsel.]

Mr. CoHN. Did you believe that? That is the question.

Mr. HUGHES. Sir, I do not believe in any kind of literary work
or writing you can take a thing out of context. Whatever the whole
thing is, if I wrote it, of course I did write it.

Senator DIRKSEN. Mr. Hughes, let us get at it this way. Have you
at any time contributed to the Chicago Defender?

Mr. HUGHES. I do a regular weekly column for it.

Senator DIRKSEN. Is it likely that you did a column or article for
the Defender in 1949?

Mr. HUGHES. I have been writing for the Defender for, I think,
sir, about ten years.

Senator DIRKSEN. So it is fair to assume that in 1949 which is
within the last ten years, you probably did one or more articles for
the Chicago Defender.

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, I did more nearly fifty-two articles a year.

Senator DIRKSEN. Do you have in mind a reasonably clear pic-
ture of that period when the Communist leaders were on trial in
New York? You remember generally, I think, do you not, that they
were on trial?

Mr. HUGHES. I remember some of them were on trial according
to the papers, yes.

Senator DIRKSEN. If you know it no other way, you probably saw
it in the newspapers, like I did, because I did not attend the trial,
but there was every reason to believe from the press dispatches
they were on trial. So you probably had an idea they were on trial.
You probably had an idea they were on trial back in 1949.

Mr. HUGHES. Well, sir, I can not say the date or time, but if you
are correct, I would say yes.

Senator DIRKSEN. That is four years ago.

Mr. HUGHES. Yes.
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Senator DIRKSEN. Surely you would have a recollection as to
whether or not you made some written comment in the course of
your column on the Communist trial.

Mr. HUGHES. I very well may have, sir.

Senator DIRKSEN. Would you not be reasonably sure whether you
had?

Mr. HUGHES. I would like to see the column, sir.

Senator DIRKSEN. You would have to see the column?

Mr. HUGHES. I would have to see the column and the context, be-
cause if it is quoted from some other source, it very well may be
misquoted.

Mr. CoHN. Let us forget what that says. I want to know whether
that was your belief.

Mr. HUGHES. I have forgotten now what you read.

Mr. CouN. What I asked was if the quote that appears in the
Daily Worker from your article is a statement by you, “If the 12
Communists are sent to jail, in a little while they will send Ne-
groes to jail simply for being Negroes, and to concentration camps
just for being colored.” Did you believe that in February 1949?

Mr. HUGHES. Sir, the entire article and the entire column

Mr. CoHN. Mr. Hughes, did you believe that in 1949? I think you
are fencing.

Mr. HUGHES. One can not take anything out of context.

Mr. CoHN. Mr. Hughes, did you believe that in 1949? I think the
chairman is very patient. I think you are being evasive and unre-
sponsive when being confronted with things which you yourself
wrote. I want to know, did you believe that statement in 1949.

Mr. HUGHES. May I consult with counsel?

[Witness conferred with his counsel.]

Mr. HUGHES. If that statement is from a column of mine, as I
presume it probably is, I would say that I believed the entire con-
text of the article in which it is included.

Mr. CoHN. Do you believe that today?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, I would not necessarily believe that today.

Mr. CoHN. When did you change your views?

Mr. HUGHES. It is impossible to say exactly when one changes
one’s views. One’s views change gradually, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever written any attack on communism?

Mr. HUGHES. I don’t believe I have ever written anything you
would consider an attack, no, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Are you pretty much familiar with the investigations
of the un-American activities by congressional committees?

Mr. HUGHES. No, I am not, sir.

Mr. CoHN. You have written on the subject, have you not?

Mr. HUGHES. I have written from what I have read in the news-
papers.

Mr. ConN. Pardon me?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, I have written as other columnists do from
what one reads in a newspaper.

Mr. CoHN. You wrote something that is called, “When One Sees
Red.”

Mr. HUGHES. I remember.

Mr. CoHN. Do you remember that part called “When One Sees
Red”? I think it appeared first in the New Republic.




986

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, you are wrong.

Mr. CoHN. Yes?

Mr. HUGHES. It would have appeared first in the Chicago De-
fender.

Mr. CoHN. You do recall the piece?

Mr. HUGHES. I recall the title. If you read a portion of the
piece——

Mr. CoHN. Do you remember writing this: “Good morning, Revo-
lution. You are the very best friend I ever had. We are going to pal
around together from now on.”

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, sir, I wrote that.

Mr. CoHN. Did you write this, “Put one more ‘S’ in the USA to
nillake 11‘%) Soviet. The USA when we take control will be the USSA
then.”

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, sir, I wrote that.

Mr. CoHN. Were you kidding when you wrote those things? What
did you mean by those?

hMg. HuGHES. Would you like me to give you an interpretation of
that?

Mr. ConN. I would be most interested.

Mr. HUGHES. Very well. Will you permit me to give a full inter-
pretation of it?

Mr. COHN. Surely.

Mr. HUuGHES. All right, sir. To give a full interpretation of any
piece of literary work one has to consider not only when and how
it was written, but what brought it into being. The emotional and
physical background that brought it into being. I, sir, was born in
Joplin, Missouri. I was born a Negro. From my very earliest child-
hood memories, I have encountered very serious and very hurtful
problems. One of my earliest childhood memories was going to the
movies in Lawrence, Kansas, where we lived, and there was one
motion picture theater, and I went every afternoon. It was a nickel-
odeon, and I had a nickel to go. One afternoon I put my nickel
down and the woman pushed it back and she pointed to a sign. I
was about seven years old.

Mr. CoHN. I do not want to interrupt you. I do want to say this.
I want to save time here. I want to concede very fully that you en-
counter oppression and denial of civil rights. Let us assume that,
because I assume that will be the substance of what you are about
to say. To save us time, what we are interested in determining for
our purpose is this: Was the solution to which you turned that of
the Soviet form of government?

Mr. HUGHES. Sir, you said you would permit me to give a full ex-
planation.

Mr. CoHN. I was wondering if we could not save a little time be-
cause I want to concede the background which you wrote it from
was the background you wanted to describe.

Mr. HUGHES. I would much rather preserve my reputation and
freedom than to save time.

Mr. ConN. Take as long as you want.

10Tn the public hearing on March 26, Senator McClellan asked: “May I inquire of counsel if
you are quoting from books or works of the author that are now in the library?

Mr. COHN. No; this one poem I quoted, ‘Put Another “S” in the USA to make it Soviet’ is as
far as we know not in any poems in the collection in the information centers.”
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Mr. HUGHES. The woman pushed my nickel back and pointed to
a sign beside the box office, and the sign said something, in effect,
“Colored not admitted.” It was my first revelation of the division
between the American citizens. My playmates who were white and
lived next door to me could go to that motion picture and I could
not. I could never see a film in Lawrence again, and I lived there
until I was twelve years old.

When I went to school, in the first grade, my mother moved to
Topeka for a time, and my mother worked for a lawyer, and she
lived in the downtown area, and she got ready for school, being a
working woman naturally she wanted to send me to the nearest
school, and she did, and they would not let me go to the school.
There were no Negro children there. My mother had to take days
off from her work, had to appeal to her employer, had to go to the
school board and finally after the school year had been open for
some time she got me into the school.

I had been there only a few days when the teacher made un-
pleasant and derogatory remarks about Negroes and specifically
seemingly pointed at myself. Some of my schoolmates stoned me on
the way home from school. One of my schoolmates (and there were
no other Negro children in the school), a little white boy, protected
me, and I have never in all my writing career or speech career as
far as I know said anything to create a division among humans, or
between whites or Negroes, because I have never forgotten this kid
standing up for me against these other first graders who were
throwing stones at me. I have always felt from that time on—I
guess that was the basis of it—that there are white people in
America who can be your friend, and will be your friend, and who
do not believe in the kind of things that almost every Negro who
has lived in our country has experienced.

I do not want to take forever to tell you these things, but I must
tell you that they have very deep emotional roots in one’s childhood
and one’s beginnings, as I am sure any psychologist or teacher of
English or student of poetry will say about any creative work. My
father and my mother were not together. When I got old enough
to learn why they were not together, again it was the same thing.
My father as a young man, shortly after I was born, I understand,
had studied law by correspondence. He applied for permission to
take examination for the Bar in the state of Oklahoma where he
lived, and they would not permit him. A Negro evidently could not
take the examinations. You could not be a lawyer at that time in
the state of Oklahoma. You know that has continued in a way right
up to recent years, that we had to go all the way to the Supreme
Court to get Negroes into the law school a few years ago to study
law. Now you may study law and be a lawyer there.

Those things affected my childhood very much and very deeply.
I missed my father. I learned he had gone away to another country
because of prejudice here. When I finally met my father at the age
of seventeen, he said “Never go back to the United States. Negroes
are fools to live there.” I didn’t believe that. I loved the country I
had grown up in. I was concerned with the problems and I came
back here. My father wanted me to live in Mexico or Europe. I did
not. I went here and went to college and my whole career has been
built here.
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As I grew older, I went to high school in Cleveland. I went to a
high school in a very poor neighborhood and we were very poor
people. My friends and associates were very poor children and
many of them were of European parentage or some of them had
been brought here in steerage themselves from Europe, and many
of these students in the Central High School in Cleveland—and
this story is told, sir, parts of it, not as fully as I want to tell you
some things, in my book, The Deep Sea, my autobiography 1—in
the Central High School, many of these pupils began to tell me
about Eugene Debs, and about the new nation and the new repub-
lic. Some of them brought them to school. I became interested in
whatever I could read that Debs had written or spoken about. I
never read the theoretical books of socialism or communism or the
Democratic or Republican party for that matter, and so my interest
in whatever may be considered political has been non-theoretical,
non-sectarian, and largely really emotional and born out of my own
need to find some kind of way of thinking about this whole problem
of myself, segregated, poor, colored, and how I can adjust to this
whole problem of helping to build America when sometimes I can
not even get into a school or a lecture or a concert or in the south
go to the library and get a book out. So that has been a very large
portion of the emotional background of my work, which I think is
essential to one’s understanding.

When I was graduated from high school, I went to live with my
father for a time in Mexico, and in my father I encountered the
kind of bitterness, the kind of utter psychiatric, you might say,
frustration that has been expressed in some Negro novels, not in
those I have written myself, I don’t believe. A man who was rabidly
anti-American, anti-United States. I did not sympathize with that
viewpoint on the part of my own father. My feeling was this is my
country, I want to live here. I want to come back here I want to
make my country as beautiful as I can, as wonderful a country as
I can, because I love it myself. So I went back after a year in Mex-
ico, and I went to Columbia.

At Columbia University in New York City where I had never
been before, but where I heard there was practically no prejudice,
by that time wanting to be a writer and having published some pa-
pers in Negro magazines in this country, I applied for a position
on the staff of the Spectator newspaper, I think that they had at
the time, and I think they still do. Our freshman counselor told us
the various things that freshmen could apply for and do on the Co-
lumbia campus, and I wanted to do some kind of writing, and I
went to the newspaper office. I was the only Negro young man or
woman in the group. I can not help but think that it was due to
colored prejudice that of all the kinds of assignments, and there
were various assignments, sports, theater, classroom activities, de-
bating, of all the various assignments they could pick out to assign
me to cover was society news. They very well knew I could not go
to dances and parties, being colored, and therefore I could bring no
news, and after a short period, I was counted out of the Spectator
group at my college.

11 Langston Hughes, The Big Sea (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1940).
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When I went into the dormitory my first day there, I had a res-
ervation for a room. It had been paid for in the dormitory—the cor-
rect portion was paid for—it was Fardley Hall. I was not given the
room. They could not find the reservation. I had to take all of that
day and a large portion of the next one to get into the dormitory.
I was told later I was the first to achieve that. In other words sim-
ple little things like getting a room in a university in our country,
one has to devote extraordinary methods even to this day in our
country in some parts.

I am thinking of the early 1920’s. I did not stay at Columbia
longer than a year due in part to the various kinds of little racial
prejudices that I encountered.

Senator DIRKSEN. I think, Mr. Hughes, that would be adequate
emotional background.

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, that would not explain it all, how I arrive
at the point that Mr. Cohn, I believe, has asked me about.

Mr. CoHN. Could you make it briefer, please?

Senator DIRKSEN. Do you think we need more background to tell
what you meant by USSA?

Mr. HUGHES. I think you do, sir. Because a critical work goes out
of a very deep background, it does not come in a moment. I am per-
fectly willing to come back and give it to you later, if you are tired.

Mr. CoHN. No, we will sit here as long as you want to go on. But
you are missing the point completely. What we want to determine
is whether or not you meant those words when you said them.

Mr. HUGHES. Sir, whether or not I meant them depends on what
they came from and out of.

Mr. CoHN. Did you desire to make the United States Soviet, put
one more “S” in the USA to make it Soviet. “The USA, when we
take control, will be the USSA.”

Mr. HuGHES. When I left Columbia, I had no money. I had $13.

Mr. CoHN. Did you mean those words when you spoke them? We
know the background. I want to know now, did you mean the
words when you spoke them? I am not saying you should not have
meant them. I am asking you——

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, sir, and you gave me the permission to give
the background.

Senator DIRKSEN. That answers the question.

Mr. HUGHES. I did not say “Yes” to your question. I said you gave
me the chance to give you the background to the point.

Senator DIRKSEN. We have had enough background.

Mr. CoHN. Would you tell us whether or not you meant those
words?

Mr. HUGHES. What words, sir?

Mr. COHN. “Put one more ‘S’ in the USA to make it Soviet. The
USA, when we take control, will be USSA then.”

Mr. HUGHES. Will you read me the whole poem?

Mr. CoHN. I do not have the whole poem. Do you claim these
words are out of context?

Mr. HUGHES. It is a portion of a poem.

Mr. CoHN. Do you claim that these words distort the meaning?

Mr. HuGHES. That is a portion of a poem and a bar of music out
of context does not give you the idea of the whole thing.



990

Mr. COHN. At any time in your life did you desire to make the
United States of America Soviet?

Mr. HUGHES. Not by violent means, sir.

Mr. COHN. By any means.

Mr. HUGHES. By the power of the ballot, I thought it might be
a possibility at one time.

Mr. CoHN. Did you want to do it? Did you desire that by the bal-
lot, not by violent means? Would you give us a yes or no answer
to that?

Mr. Hughes, you say you have changed your views. You say you
no longer feel the way you did in 1949 when you made that state-
ment in defense of the Communist leaders, and said the things we
read you. Will you give us some evidence of that and be frank with
this committee?

Mr. HUGHES. Evidence of what, sir?

Mr. ConN. Will you be frank with this committee and give us
some straightforward answers? Did you ever in your life desire the
Soviet form of government over here? That is a very simple ques-
tion, Mr. Hughes, for a man who wrote the things you did, and we
have just started.

Mr. HUGHES. You asked me about the poem, and I would like to
hear it all.

Mr. ConN. I would like to know right now whether you ever de-
sired the Soviet form of government in this country, and I would
like it answered.

Mr. HUGHES. Would you permit me to think about it?

Mr. CoHN. Pardon me? Mr. Hughes, you have belonged to a list
of Communist organizations a mile long. You have urged the elec-
tion to public office of official candidates of the Communist party.
You have signed statements to the effect that the purge trials in
the Soviet Union were justified and sound and democratic. You
have signed statements denying that the Soviet Union is totali-
tarian. You have defended the current leaders of the Communist
party. You have written poems which are an invitation to revolu-
tion. You have called for the setting up of a Soviet government in
this country. You have been named in statements before us as a
Communist, and a member of the Communist party.

Mr. Hughes, you can surely tell us simply whether or not you
ever desired the Soviet form of government in this country.

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, I did.

Mr. CoHN. The answer is yes. I think if you were a little more
candid with some of these things, we would get along a little bet-
ter, because I think I know enough about the subject so I am not
going to sit here for six days and be kidded along. I will be very
much impressed if you would give us a lot of straightforward an-
swers. It would save us a lot of time. I know you do not want to
waste it any more than we do. We know every man is entitled to
his views and opinions. We are trying to find out which of these
works should be used in the State Department in its information
program.

In the course of finding that out, we want to know whether you
ever desired the Soviet form of government in this country. I be-
lieve you have said just a minute ago your answer to that is yes,
is that right?
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Mr. HUGHES. I did desire it, and would desire——

Mr. CouN. That is an answer. That is what we want. I believe
your statement before was that you desired it, but not by violent
means, is that right?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, sir. That would be correct.

Mr. CoHN. What did you mean when you said “Good morning,
Revolution, you are the very best friend I ever had. We are going
to pal around together from now on.”

Does not revolution imply violent means?

Mr. HUGHES. Not necessarily, sir. I think it means a change like
the industrial revolution.

Mr. CoHnN. That is an answer. When you used the word “revolu-
tion” you were using it in a very broad sense, and meaning a
change, is that right?

Mr. HUGHES. That is right, sir.

Mr. CoHN. When did you stop desiring the Soviet form of govern-
ment for this country? When did you come to the conclusion that
was not the solution.

Mr. HUGHES. As I grew older, at that point I think I was about
twenty years old, possibly, I began to see not only an increasing
awareness of the seriousness of our racial situation in America on
the part of many people——

Mr. CoHN. Could you fix a time for us?

Mr. HUGHES. Sir?

Mr. CoHN. Could you fix an approximate time? You cannot tell
the exact date, or maybe not even the exact year, but can you fix
the approximate time when you changed your view?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes. When I began to see social progress accel-
erating itself more rapidly, Supreme Court decisions, FEPC.

Mr. CoBN. About when was that?

Mr. HUGHES. I would say certainly about the early 1940s and
from that point on.

Mr. CoHN. What were your views in 1949 when you said, “If the
12 Communists are sent to jail, in a little while they will send Ne-
groes to jail simply for being Negroes and to concentration camps
just for being colored.” You have told us you do not feel that way
today. When did you change that particular view?

Mr. HUGHES. You asked two questions. sir. That view point I
think grew out of what I had read about Germany, how they began
with the Communists, and they went on to Jews, and they went
on to Negroes, and we had Hitlerism, and that has been a general
feeling on the part of some people.

Mr. CoHN. You say you changed, that view. When did you change
that view. This was February 1949. You say you do not feel that
way today.

Mr. HUGHES. The view that Negroes may be sent to jail if Com-
munists are?

Mr. CoHN. Yes. As a consequence of the conviction of the Com-
munist party leaders. In other words, a chain set off by the convic-
tion of the Communist party leaders.

Mr. HUGHES. Well, it has not happened as yet, and therefore my
hope is and my belief is that we can keep it from happening.
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Mr. CoHN. Mr. Hughes, this is very important now that we have
had witnesses down here under oath: Are you sure that you were
never a member of the Communist party?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever attended a Communist party meeting?
I ask this again because perjury is a very serious crime.

Mr. HUGHES. Not to my knowledge.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever knowingly participated in any Com-
munist party activities?

Mr. HUGHES. Just a moment, please.

Mr. COHN. Surely.

[Witness conferred with his counsel.]

Mr. HUGHES. Could you be specific about the activity?

Mr. CoHN. No.

Mr. HUGHES. No.

Mr. CoHN. I asked you a question. I would like an answer. Could
we have the question read?

[Question read by the reporter.]

Mr. HUGHES. Not to my knowledge in any activities that were ex-
clusively and solely and wholly Communist party activities, no, sir.

Mr. CoHN. Let me ask you this before we leave this point. Dur-
ing that period of time, say up to the 1940s when you thought the
Soviet form of government was desirable, until you came to change
your views, you say, because you saw progress was being made
under our form of government, do you think it is a wise thing for
the State Department Information Program, trying to carry a true
picture of the American way of life, to use your early writings, such
as this “Ballad to Lenin” and the Scottsboro thing, and the curtain
in the form of the red flag, and the singing of the Internationale,
to use that in the information centers of foreign countries, and put
on the shelves for people, who expect to get a view of American life,
to read today?

Mr. HUGHES. I doubt very much, sir, they are there.

Mr. CoHN. I am telling you for a fact they are there. Do you
think it is a good thing to have them there?

Mr. HUGHES. I would think, sir, that it would be a good thing
for anyone to know all about the literature of any country written
in all forms so they can really judge it.

Mr. CoHN. You changed the views you expressed then. Are you
particularly proud of the views you expressed then?

Mr. HUGHES. The word “proud” disturbs me because one cannot
go back and change anything one has done in the past.

Mr. CoHN. I think one can admit one was wrong.

Mr. HUGHES. One can admit one was wrong. One can say “I
think differently now.”

Mr. COHN. Saying as you do that you think differently now, and
have been candid about that, do you think that those of your works
which should be used are those representing this period prior to
your change of views? Do you think that is helpful to this country?

Mr. HUGHES. The works which you have named, sir, are not very
representative of my literary career.

Mr. CoHN. Without fencing, do you think if you were going to
make a selection of works to give a true picture of American way
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of life, would you place in there the Scottsboro thing and this poem,
“Ballad to Lenin”?

Mr. HUGHES. If I were a librarian doing it, I would place in
there

Mr. CoHN. I am not talking about a librarian. This is not done
by librarians. This is done under a specific program of the State
Department to give people in foreign countries a true view as to
the American way of life, and the objectives we seek to achieve in
this country.

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, sir. They certainly should have a view of the
objectives we seek racially, and therefore they should know some-
thing about the——

Mr. CoHN. Mr. Hughes, we are not talking on the same plane at
all. Certainly they might have a view as to what we seek racially
and all that. But the question is, should they have poems which
call for the Soviet form of government, poems which idealize Lenin,
a poem which calls for everybody to get up and sing the Inter-
nationale?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, sir, I think they should, because it indicates
freedom of press in our country, which is a thing we are proud of.

Mr. ConN. I do not think you understand it at all. Those are not
in there to indicate freedom of the press in our country. Those are
in there because people in those countries depend on what is given
to them for an accurate picture of the objectives which this country
seeks to achieve in its fight against Communists.

Mr. HUGHES. Yes. You want them to know we have freedom of
the press.

Mr. CoHN. No. These poems are not in there to illustrate the fact
we have freedom of press. They are put in there as part of a pro-
gram to show the objectives of this country, and to show our beliefs
in the fight against communism. Do you think something which
calls for an espousal of the Soviet form of government aids us in
fighting communism? Think before you answer that question, Mr.
Hughes.

Mr. HUGHES. I have answered your first question, have I not?
The other one has been answered, yes, indicating freedom of press.
My answer would be yes.

Mr. CoHN. You think it is a good thing.

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, to show we have a very wide range of opinion
in our country, yes, I do.

Mr. CoHN. We have an awful lot of your writings we want to go
over. Just let me ask you about this one thing here. You are con-
cerned about minority rights in this country, is that right?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, I am.

Mr. CoHN. You are concerned about the rights of Jews as well
as the rights of Negroes?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Did you write a poem called “Hard Luck”? “When
hard luck overtakes you, nothing to offer, nothing for you to do,
When hard luck overtakes you, nothing to offer, nothing to do,
Gather up your fine clothes and sell them to the Jew.” Did you
write that?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes.
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Mr. CoHN. Do you think that is respectful of the rights of the mi-
nority known as the Jews?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, sir, I do.

Mr. ConN. In what respect?

Mr. HUGHES. Because in common parlance among a certain poor-
er class of Negroes—at least when that poem was written—on a
Monday morning when they were broke and had to pawn some-
thing, it was a part of the slang with no disrespect meant on their
part certainly, to say, “I will take my coat to Uncle or my clock to
the Jew,” and the racial connotation was not disrespectful there.

Mr. CoHN. As much concern as you have on the rights of Ne-
groes, do you think this is a good poem to have in foreign informa-
tion centers?

Mr. HUGHES. I think the title of the book is bad. I think the
poem is a good poem to have anywhere.12

Mr. CoHN. How about the poem, “Goodbye to Christ,” that is a
good poem to have anywhere?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, sir, from my interpretation.

Mr. CoHN. How about the book, “Put One “S” in USA?” Do you
think that is a good book against communism?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, because I think people would see it is absurd.

Mr. CoHN. You do not think you are a Communist today?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, I am not.

Mr. CoHN. When did you stop being a Soviet believer?

Mr. REEVES. That is like the question, “When did you stop beat-
ing your wife?”

Mr. CoHN. Do you want to testify?

Mr. REEVES. No, I don’t.

Mr. CoHN. Under the rules of the committee, the witness can
consult with you, but you are not here to testify, because if you
were, you would have to be sworn and give testimony. Mr. Hughes
is free to consult with you—and the chairman can correct me if I
am wrong—the rule of the committee is that the witness is free to
consult with you any time he wishes, but you are not here to give
testimony.

Mr. REEVES. May I ask a question of the chairman?

Mr. CoHN. Certainly.

Mr. REEVES. My only concern was that the rapid fire process of
these questions frequently does not even permit of an answer, and
that particular question, as a lawyer, is of the type that in a rapid
fire of questioning—as I said, I am interested in protecting the
rights of my client—it may very well be he might not have the op-
portunity in that series to answer.

Mr. CoHN. If the questions are given too rapidly, I suggest, Mr.
Chairman, that he turn to his counsel and his counsel can advise
him, and the witness can tell us that I am going too fast, and “I
did not understand the question” and we will stop. But I do not
think counsel ought to testify.

Mr. HUGHES. May I say if we agree on the principle of com-
munism as meaning the Communist party, I will answer once and
for all I have never been a member of the Communist party.

12T angston Hughes, Fine Clothes to the Jews (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1927).
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Mr. CoHN. Have you ever been a Communist without having for-
mally joined the party?

Mr. HUGHES. No, sir, I have not.

Mr. CoHN. Do you think it is possible to desire the Soviet form
of government in this country and not be a Communist?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, sir, I do.

Mr. CoHN. How do you make the distinction?

Mr. HUGHES. That requires of course a definition of Communist,
and my definition of it is the Communist party.

Mr. CoHN. I am saying disregard the formal membership in the
Communist party. I am talking about a change in our form of gov-
ernment, and a substitution of the form of government that is in
the Soviet Union, the Soviet form of government.

Mr. HUGHES. Your question was how can one believe that and
not be a Communist, and we have to agree upon what you mean
by Communist.

Mr. COHN. You have said it is possible. Now, you tell me what
a Communist means to you.

Mr. HUGHES. A Communist means to me a member of the Com-
munist party who accepts the discipline of the Communist party
and follows the various changes of party line.

Mr. COHN. Good. Now, you take my definition of a Communist
as one who is a believer in communism, a believer in the Soviet
form of government, and tell me whether or not you have ever been
a Communist.

Mr. HUGHES. A believer in the Soviet form of government?

Mr. CoHN. Yes, sir.

Mr. HUGHES. For the Soviets or for whom?

Mr. COHN. A believer in the Soviet form of government for every-
body.

Mr. HUGHES. From my point it doesn’t matter what the form of
government is if the rights of the minorities and the poor people
are respected, and if they have a chance to advance equally—

Mr. CouN. What I want to know is this: You have conceded here
that you desired the Soviet form of government in this country.

Mr. HUGHES. Not desire, sir.

Mr. ConN. That you have desired the Soviet form of government.

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, sir.

Mr. COHN. Was that not your testimony here?

Mr. HUGHES. In the past, yes, sir.

Mr. CoHN. I think you said up to the early 1940s. I want to know
how it is possible to desire the Soviet form of government and not
believe in communism?

Mr. HUGHES. One can desire a Christian world and not be a Bap-
tist or Catholic.

Mr. CoHnN. You were a non-Communist who nevertheless desired
the Soviet form of government for this country?

Mr. HUGHES. That is right, sir.

Mr. CoHN. In what respect did you not believe in communism
during that period that you desired a Soviet form of government for
this country?

Mr. HUGHES. In several respects, sir.

Mr. ConN. What?
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Mr. HuGHES. I will again answer your question, if I may have
the time to answer it, in my own way.

Mr. CoHN. I think you might just outline to us briefly point by
point the points of difference between you and communism at the
period of time when you wanted a Soviet government in the United
States.

Mr. HUGHES. Again I repeat, sir, that communism to me did not
mean the rule book or Manifesto or the laws of the Soviet Union,
which I have never read, and my knowledge of it certainly came
possibly from very shallow sources, largely from reading magazines
and newspapers. My disagreement with what I read about them,
which is in force now, too, and has been since I began to think
about it at all seriously, maybe twelve or more years ago, or fifteen
years ago, or even longer than that, to tell the truth, has been first
that the literary artist or an artist of any kind cannot accept out-
side discipline in regard to his work or outside force or suggestions
and my understanding was that Communist party writers accepted
the dictates of the party in regard to their work.

Mr. CoHN. Under the Soviet form of government, is not that
true? You will agree that as to the Soviet form of government as
it existed in the Soviet Union at the time you wrote this, the Com-
munist party was certainly in control?

Mr. HUGHES. The Communist party was in control and that is
one point I would disagree with the Communist party.

Mr. CoHN. In other words, when you desired the Soviet form of
government in this country, you desired it with certain modifica-
tions?

Mr. HUGHES. With many modifications.

Mr. CoHN. You express that in any place in writing?

Mr. HUGHES. I have not finished your question.

Mr. CouN. I want to know whether you have expressed that in
writing.

Mr. HUGHES. You said in different ways.

Mr. CoHN. You have given the first way. Have you expressed in
writing any place your disagreement with the Soviet form of gov-
ernment as to that one point which you just made?

Mr. HuGHES. Of that I can not be sure. I have certainly ex-
pressed it verbally.

Mr. ConN. To whom?

Mr. HUGHES. Ivy Litvinov.

Mr. CoHN. To whom?

Mr. HUGHES. To Mrs. Litvinov in Russia. We had a lot of argu-
ments.

Mr. CoHN. I do not think the Litvinovs are available. To anybody
in the United States?

Mr. HUGHES. My relatives who heard me talk on the subject.

Mr. CoHN. You have not written anything on it?

Mr. HUGHES. I may have. I would have to search and see.

Mr. CoHN. Will you go to point two?

Mr. HUGHES. You do not desire me to answer other points where
I disagree?

Mr. CoHN. I have just asked you that.

Mr. HUGHES. Yes. I gathered from shortly after I returned from
the Soviet Union and therefore was a bit more interested in what
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the actual programs for the Negro in America of the Communist
party was that they had a program for the self determination of the
Black Belt. As nearly as I could ever understand it, it meant a sep-
arate Negro state or states. I did not agree with that, and have in
all my writing, as far as I know, if you take it in its entire context
and each piece as a whole, urged and suggested the complete unifi-
cation of the Negro people with all the other people in America. So
I never went along with that program.

Mr. CoHnN. Point three.

Mr. HUGHES. Yes. I am getting up to it.

Mr. CoBN. Very well.

Mr. HUGHES. I don’t suppose this is part of the Communist party
program, but the Communist party press, that is, the Masses and
the more literary portions of the press that I read rather inten-
sively at one time in my life, had a way of attacking Negro leader-
ship, and also a way at one period of attacking the church in gen-
eral, both Negro and white, and I did not and have never gone
along with those attacks on Negro leaders of prominence, and I
have never myself repeated them or taken part in them, and I have
opposed them at times, and have written very favorably myself
about people under attack sometimes by the party press.

Mr. CoHN. While they were under attack?

Mr. HUGHES. While they were under attack. I have also written
any number of poems and articles expressing sympathy and inter-
est and encouragement to religious groups and to religion in gen-
eral with which many people more left than myself have disagreed
with, and asked me, “Why do you write about the church, and
write poems, ‘At the Feet of Jesus,” sung by Marian Anderson, at
the time they were antireligious.”

Mr. CoHN. Would you call this poem, “Goodbye Christ” a sympa-
thetic dealing with religion?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, I would. I could site other poems but I think
that is sufficient to show you that I could not over a long period
of years, and never agree with some of the presumed main points
of what I understand to have been Communist party programs.

Mr. CoHN. Do you not think that a reasonable person reading
t}}?is poem, “Goodbye Christ” would not share your interpretation of
it?

Mr. HUGHES. Sir, a poem may be interpreted in many ways and
many people have not understood that poem, and many people
have chosen not to understand it deliberately to sell it to foment
race discord and hatred.

Mr. ScHINE. Mr. Hughes, I think it is only fair to reemphasize
to you the danger that you face if you do not tell the truth to this
committee, and to ask you to reconsider as to whether you wish to
change any of your testimony here. Do you wish to change it?

Mr. HUGHES. No. sir, I do not. I have never been a member of
the Communist party, and I wish so to state under oath.

Mr. ScHINE. I am not just talking about that testimony. I am
talking about your entire testimony before this committee.

Mr. HUGHES. May I consult with counsel, sir?

[Witness conferred with his counsel.]

Mr. HUGHES. The truth of the matter is, sir, that the rapidity
with which I have been questioned, I don’t fully recollect every-
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thing that I might have said here. If a complete review of the testi-
mony were given me, it might be possible that I would want to
change or correct some.

Mr. SCHINE. Let me ask you a question. Will you give the com-
mittee at this time the names of some Communist party member
whom you know?

Mr. HUGHES. I do not know anyone to be a member of the Com-
munist party, sir. I have never seen anyone’s party card.

Mr. SCHINE. You have never talked with anyone who is a mem-
ber of the Communist party?

Mr. HUGHES. I wouldn’t say that. I say I do not know who is a
Communist party——

Mr. SCHINE. You are quite sure of that?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, I am quite sure of that, sir.

Mr. SCHINE. Do you think Mrs. Litvinov is a member of the Com-
munist party?

Mr. HUGHES. I rather think she was not from what they said
about her in Moscow.

Mr. SCHINE. What about Mr. Litvinov?

Mr. HUGHES. I think perhaps he was.

Mr. SCHINE. Did you talk with him?

Mr. HUGHES. No, I did not. I never met him.

Mr. SCHINE. You were in Russia?

Mr. HUGHES. I was in Russia.

Mr. SCHINE. And you do not think that you talked to any mem-
bers of the Communist party while you were in Russia?

Mr. HUGHES. I would certainly think I must have, but I do not
ask people even in Russia whether they are.

Mr. SCHINE. Do you not think it is important when you are asked
a question concerning your conversations with Communist party
members that you try to be accurate?

Mr. HUGHES. I am trying to be as accurate as I know how, sir.
May I consult with counsel?

Mr. ScHINE. Certainly.

Senator DIRKSEN. Mr. Hughes, I think we will suspend for the
evening, and could you oblige by returning at 10:15 on Thursday
morning? The hearing will be an open public hearing.

Mr. HUGHES. Would you tell me, sir, about expenses?

Senator DIRKSEN. About expenses?

Mr. HUGHES. Yes, sir. They are covered by the committee while
I am here?

Senator DIRKSEN. Under the rule the transportation is paid and
there is an allowance of $9 a day while you are here.

Mr. HUGHES. From whom do I get it here?

Senator DIRKSEN. From the Treasury.

The committee will be in recess until 2:00 p.m. tomorrow.

[Thereupon at 5:10 p.m., a recess was taken until Wednesday,
March 25, 1953, at 2:00 p.m.]
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[EDITOR’S NOTE.—Mary Van Kleeck (1883-1972) was a prominent sociologist and
prolific author. A graduate of Smith College with a law degree from St. Lawrence
University, she was director of industrial studies at the Russell Sage Foundation
from 1909 until her retirement in 1948. She was not called to testify in public ses-
sion.

Author and editor Edwin Seaver (1900-1987) returned to testify in public on
March 26, 1953. In his memoir, So Far So Good (Westport, Conn.: Lawrence Hill
& Company, 1986), Seaver identified himself as a “fellow traveler” during the 1930s.
He had written book reviews for the Daily Worker and the New Masses, and had
briefly edited Soviet Russia Today, but had never joined the Communist party. He
drifted away from radical politics when he was offered a better paying job with the
Book-of the-Month Club. However, he was forced to resign that position in 1947,
when his name was identified with groups on the attorney general’s list of subver-
sive organizations. He then joined the publishing house of Little, Brown. Fearful
that he would lose that job as well if he testified in public, Seaver asked that his
employer not be identified. At the televised public hearing, he was asked if he would
have his book, The Company, which he wrote in 1929, in an American library over-
seas. Seaver said no. “All I wanted was to make my getaway without mentioning
Little, Brown, or any other names,” he later wrote. “I consoled myself with the
thought that I wasn’t implicating anyone, I wasn’t betraying anyone, I wasn’t harm-
ing anybody but myself, and I could live with that.” Although he kept his job,
Seaver was accused of having been a “cooperative witness” who had “repudiated”
his own book. “I said such talk was nonsense, that if they had read the book they
must have seen there was nothing to repudiate. But no matter how much I rejected
the imputation of my holier-than-thou friends, or how small I chose to think my
fault was, I felt the fault was there, that it has been motivated by ignoble fear, and
I have suffered in the recognition of this.”]

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 25, 1953

U.S. SENATE,
SENATE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to Senate Resolution 40, agreed
to January 30, 1953, at 5:30 p.m. in room 357 of the Senate Office
Building, Senator Henry M. Jackson, presiding.

Present: Senator Henry M. Jackson, Democrat, Washington.

Present also: Roy Cohn, chief counsel.

Senator JACKSON. Will you rise and be sworn, please?

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give
shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so
help you God?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I do.

Mr. CoHN. May we have your full name, please?

TESTIMONY OF MARY VAN KLEECK (ACCOMPANIED BY HER
COUNSEL, LEONARD B. BOUDIN)

Miss VAN KLEECK. Mary Van Kleeck, K-1-e-e-c-k, New York.
(999)
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Mr. CoHN. For the record, Mr. Chairman, the counsel is Leonard
B. Boudin of New York.

Mr. BOUDIN. Could I know the senator’s name?

Senator JACKSON. Senator Jackson of Washington.

Mr. BOUDIN. Thank you.

Senator JACKSON. You understand you have the right to confer
with the witness, and the witness has the right to confer with
counsel. Counsel is not permitted to testify. But, of course, you
have the right to advise your client of her constitutional rights and
any other matter that relate to your assignment as her attorney.

Mr. CoHN. Now, Miss Van Kleeck, you are the author of a book
called Rulers of America?13

Miss VAN KLEECK. No. I never wrote a book like that.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever written any books?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I have written quite a number of books pub-
lished by Russell Sage Foundation, almost all of them, and one by
a commercial publisher.

Mr. CoHN. Did you ever write one published by International
Publishers?

Miss VAN KLEECK. Never.

Mr. ConN. You are sure of that?

Miss VAN KLEECK. Unless it is without my knowledge that it was
published.

Mr. CoHN. You say they were published by Russell Sage Founda-
tion?

Miss VAN KLEECK. Russell Sage Foundation published my stud-
ies of labor relations, and Covici-Friede published one book of mine
in 1936. They all dealt with labor relations.

Mr. CoHN. Now, when was the last book that you wrote?

Miss VAN KLEECK. The last was 1944, under the title Technology
and Livelihood, a study of the impact of technology on productivity
and living standards in the United States published by Russell
Sage Foundation.

Mr. CoHN. Now, have you ever been a Communist?

Miss VAN KLEECK. No.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever been a party member?

Miss VAN KLEECK. No.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever been pro-Communist?

Miss VAN KLEECK. Mr. Chairman, I must know what the defini-
tion of communism is.

Mr. COHN. Maybe I can clarify that for you. Have you ever been
a believer in socialism? I think that is clear.

Senator JACKSON. You mean with reference to the books used in
the library?

Mr. CouN. I might say that a number of the books written by
this lady are in use in the State Department now, books dealing
with technology and labor problems, and so on and so forth.

Senator JACKSON. The question that concerned me was whether
she had a belief in democratic socialism or Marxism, advocating
force and violence.

13 Anna Rochester, Rulers of America: A Study of Finance Capital (New York, International
Publishers, 1936). Rochester’s name later appeared on a list of prospective witnesses, but she
did not testify. See “McCarthy issues call for 10 authors,” Baltimore Sun, June 28, 1953.
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Mr. CoHN. She has already said she was not a Communist and
not a Communist party member.

I was now interested to know whether she preferred socialism to
our present form of government.

Senator JACKSON. Why do you not just state your beliefs? I do
not see that it is going to do any harm.

Miss VAN KLEECK, May I do the following. I want to state that
my studies are studies of specific situations; nothing to do with po-
litical economic systems. They are studies of the coal miners in this
country, a study of the company union, the Colorado Fuel and Iron
Company. My work with the Russell Sage Foundation was entirely
limited to the United States. There is nothing in my books about
socialism. I am not a Socialist. I have never been a member of the
Socialist party.

Senator JACKSON. And you are not now and never have been a
member of the Communist party?

Miss VAN KLEECK. True. I have never been a member of the
Communist party.

Senator JACKSON. Have you ever advocated the aims of the Com-
munist party as we know it, which involve, as you know, the over-
throw of the government by force and violence?

Miss VAN KLEECK. As we know the definition given by Mr.
Budenz, decidedly not.

Mr. CoHN. Now, one of the aims of communism, of course, is the
substitution of socialism for our form of government, and I would
like to know if you ever have believed in that.

Have you ever believed in the substitution of socialism for our
form of government?

[Mr. Boudin confers with Miss Van Kleeck.]

Mr. CoHN. We will withdraw the question.

Senator JACKSON. We may want to ask you about that later.

Mr. CoHN. I cannot ask anything more, Mr. Chairman.

Senator JACKSON. Let me ask you: Have you belonged to any
Communist front organizations, so listed by the attorney general?
I mean, you are an intelligent lady. You would know whether you
were in any Communist front organizations, and I want to be fair
with you. It may be that you may have been in an organization
that was not a Communist front at the time you joined, and it may
later have become one. Can you tell the committee just exactly
what your membership has been with reference to any such organi-
zation?

Miss VAN KLEECK. You see, what one means by Communist front
organization——

Senator JACKSON. Listed by the attorney general of the United
States.

Miss VAN KLEECK. Anything on the attorney general’s list?

Senator JACKSON. Yes.

Miss VAN KLEECK. I belonged to the National Council on Amer-
ican-Soviet Friendship. I do not now belong to it.

Senator JACKSON. When did you join?

Miss VAN KLEECK. That is not a membership organization. I be-
came a member of the board of directors.

Mr. ConN. You are on the board of directors?
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Miss VAN KLEECK. No, I have said I am no longer on the board
of directors. I was on the board of directors of the National Council.

Se}?nator JACKSON. When did you get affiliated with that organiza-
tion?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I can’t remember the date. I am sorry.

Senator JACKSON. Can you tell the year, about?

Miss VAN KLEECK. But it is in a recent period, in a very recent
period. I think probably since the war; I think 1945. There 1s a spe-
cial legal situation of that National Council before the Supreme
Court, which I do not wish to go into technically, but which has a
bearing on whether that is a subversive organization from the
point of view of the attorney general. And I think that is impor-
tant, because it affected my relationship to it.

Senator JACKSON. Let me ask you: Could you supply to the com-
mittee in an affidavit form a statement as to when you joined and
became affiliated with—what is the name of it?

Miss VAN KLEECK. The National Council on American-Soviet
Friendship.

Senator JACKSON. And if you are no longer a member of or affili-
ated with that organization, state when you left, and why, and
what you did while you were a member of it.

Miss VAN KLEECK. Certainly.

The objection is to calling it a Communist front organization. You
see, any organization, if I may informally say this—any organiza-
tion I ever joined, I joined on specific issues growing out of my own
research. I am a sociologist. I have been so for forty-eight years, in-
tensively studying industrial relations, labor relations, for the Rus-
sell Sage Foundation, until 1948, when I retired.

Mr. CoHN. When did you withdraw from the National Council for
American-Soviet Friendship? What year?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I thought I was just told that I might put this
in an affidavit. It was in the course of the last summer, I should
say.

Mr. COoHN. Were you a member of it after——

Miss VAN KLEECK. My membership had nothing to do with the
question; only with my own program, that I didn’t wish to continue
that activity.

Mr. CoHN. You mean the fact that it was listed by the attorney
general as a Communist front did not influence you in resigning?
Maybe I did not understand you.

Senator JACKSON. Is that right?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I suppose it is right. Yes. I said there was a
Supreme Court decision on this subject, which decidedly influences
one, because the Supreme Court did not confirm. There was a case
before the Supreme Court on appeal from the court of appeals. I
can’t give you the technicality. I am not a lawyer, anyway. But it
very decidedly influenced anyone connected with the National
Council, that the listing by the attorney general had not been justi-
fied. And therefore, you can see my hesitation in answering the
question that way.

Mr. ConN. That was not directed at the merits of the case involv-
ing the National Council. That was directed at the procedure fol-
lowed by the attorney general in all cases.

Miss VAN KLEECK. No, specifically the National Council.
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Mr. CoHN. But it did not pass on the merits of whether the Na-
tional Council was or was not Communist.

Miss VAN KLEECK. It handed back to the lower court for passing
on the substantive question, but it would naturally affect those of
us who believed that there was no basis for listing it on the attor-
ney general’s list.

Mr. CoHN. Now, are there any other organizations listed by the
attorney general

Miss VAN KLEECK. That I belong to? I do not.

Mr. CoHN. You have never belonged to any? Is that right?

Miss VAN KLEECK. Now, I want to say this. I don’t know that I
know the attorney general’s whole list. I have belonged to organiza-
tions, many of them, in my life, in a long career. I would rather
say I do not recall any at this moment, excepting one or two others,
possibly, that were listed. But I think this is so inexact on my part.

Senator JACKSON. Well, just be truthful.

Miss VAN KLEECK. I am. I am completely truthful.

Senator JACKSON. Just tell what you know, about any affiliation
you might have had. Possibly a list can be obtained, and you could
go over it.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know Elizabeth Gurley Flynn?

Miss VAN KLEECK. Yes. Certainly. Anyone in labor relations
would know her.

Mr. CoHN. When did you last see Miss Flynn?

Miss VAN KLEECK. That is a hard question, Mr. Chairman.

Senator JACKSON. Well, approximately. Recently?

Miss VAN KLEECK. Not very recently, I believe.

Senator JACKSON. In the last year?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I don’t think so.

Mr. COHN. Prior to her going on trial for conspiracy to teach and
advocate overthrow of the government?

Miss VAN KLEECK. When you use the word “seen,” I think I saw
her in the distance at a meeting. I have not talked with Elizabeth
Gurley Flynn.

Mr. CoHN. What meeting was that?

Mkiss VAN KLEECK. It may have been one of the meetings in New
York.

Senator JACKSON. What kind of a meeting?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I really do not remember.

Mr. CoHN. Well, do you customarily attend meetings at which a
member of the national committee of the Communist party is
present?

Miss VAN KLEECK. Certainly not customarily. I am not a member
of the Communist party. I do not customarily attend meetings—

Senator JACKSON. Well, have you attended Communist meetings,
although you are not a member?

Miss VAN KLEECK. The meeting—it is general public meetings I
have attended. I don’t think I have ever in my life attended a meet-
ing of the Communist party.

Senator JACKSON. You never attended a closed meeting?

Miss VAN KLEECK. No, nor an open meeting organized by the
Communist party.

Mr. CoHN. At what general public meeting did you see Elizabeth
Gurley Flynn in the last year? That would interest me very much.
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Senator JACKSON. Would that be a meeting to raise funds for the
defense of witnesses?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I am trying to be exact. I think I probably
saw her in the distance at a meeting under the auspices of the
Committee to Defend Smith Act Victims, which was a general
meeting organized by a general committee.

Mr. CoHN. Well, that committee was Communist dominated,
wasn’t it?

Miss VAN KLEECK. Not that I know of.

Senator JACKSON. Well, who was on the committee?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I am not a member of the committee.

Senator JACKSON. I understand, but——

Miss VAN KLEECK. I don’t know the membership of the com-
mittee.

Senator JACKSON. I mean, you have had a lot of experience in
your forty-eight years as a sociologist and writer, and can you not
pretty much tell when something is framed up by the Communists
as a meeting, although it is not called a Communist meeting?

Miss VAN KLEECK. Mr. Chairman, I don’t consider that a meet-
ing of this kind was framed up by the Communists. There are very
many people interested in this trial procedure, and I am very sure
that there are persons who have been connected—I am not a mem-
ber of that Committee to Defend Smith Act Victims. I don’t know
their membership. But they called a meeting, and I attended the
meeting.

Mr. CoHN. Have you given any money to that committee?

Miss VAN KLEECK. No, I haven’t.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever contributed any money to the defense
of the Communist leaders?

Miss VAN KLEECK. No, I never have.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever contributed any money to any Com-
munist front organization?

Miss VAN KLEECK. Again I ask you: What is a Communist front
organization?

Mr. CoHN. An organization listed by the attorney general of the
United States as such.

Miss VAN KLEECK. The National Council on American-Soviet
Friendship. I have contributed occasionally five dollars.

Mr. CoHN. That is the only one?

Miss VAN KLEECK. As far as I know.

Senator JACKSON. Might I suggest to the lady and her counsel
that you go over the list? You have a copy of the list, I presume?

Mr. BouDIN. In New York.

Senator JACKSON. Well, we will supply you with a copy of the
list, so that she can refresh her recollection and go over it and file
in connection with the affidavit that we requested on the National
Council on Soviet Friendship thing on this as well. We will request
that you also in that affidavit list any other organization that you
have belonged to that appears on the attorney general’s list. State
when you joined, when you left, if you left, what contributions you
made to it, what participation, if any, you took in the particular or-
ganization.

Mr. CoHN. Do you know Betty Gannett?

Miss VAN KLEECK. No.
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Mr. CoHN. Do you know Claudia Jones?

Miss VAN KLEECK. No.

Mr. CoHN. You have never met either one of them?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I don’t think I have ever met either of them.
I have never seen Betty Gannett.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever seen Claudia Jones?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I think I have seen her.

Mr. CoHN. Where would you have seen Claudia Jones?

Miss VAN KLEECK. Mr. Chairman, I have great difficulty with
things I simply can’t remember.

Mr. CoHN. Claudia Jones is also one of the top leaders of the
Communist party of the United States?

Miss VAN KLEECK. Of course. I know that.

Mr. CoHN. Being a Communist, it might make quite an impres-
sion on you to be at a meeting with one of the top Communist func-
tionaries, would it not?

Miss VAN KLEECK. Why, no.

[Mr. Boudin confers with Miss Van Kleeck.]

Miss VAN KLEECK. Exactly. I was not in a meeting with them.
It was not that kind of thing. I said that I thought I had seen her
at a meeting. Specifically, I think it was one of the election meet-
ings in New York before the elections in 1948. When there was a
meeting of the Women’s Congress, as I remember it, called to-
gether, a great many women’s organizations, preparatory to the
campaign that was going on in New York, the Wallace campaign,
the Progressive party, the Henry Wallace Progressive party cam-
paign. And, as I remember it, that was the only time I ever saw
Claudia Jones. She is a rather striking-looking person, and I re-
member her. But not because I was impressed at being with a
Communist party functionary, because her being a Communist
party functionary had nothing to do with it.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever been at any meeting at which was also
present any top leader of the Communist party other than Claudia
Jones and Elizabeth Gurley Flynn?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I just don’t know the import of that question.
We live in the city of New York.

Mr. CoHN. Oh, madam.

Miss VAN KLEECK. I naturally go to a great many meetings. Yes,
of course I have been at meetings. I have never been at a meeting
of the Communist party, organized by the Communist party, which
is the way you put it, with implications for me.

Senator JACKSON. Are you sure you are saying——

Miss VAN KLEECK. Therefore I am uncertain of the drift of your
questions. I want to be cooperative. I want to help the committee
in the field of its investigations. I am a social scientist. I am not
accustomed to this discussion of individuals.

Mr. CoHN. Well, I am sorry you are not accustomed to it,
madam. To make it a little plainer, might I state that we have re-
ceived information from individuals that you are a member of the
Communist party? I assume you deny that. Is that right?

Miss VAN KLEECK. You have heard my denial.

Mr. COHN. And if anyone says you are or have been a member
of the Communist party, according to you that person is not telling
the truth?
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Miss VAN KLEECK. I have sworn I was not a member.

Mr. COoHN. So we have that issue to determine, as to who is tell-
ing the truth about this, and I think if there is any association or
attendance at meetings at which were present top Communist lead-
ers of the party, that would be important along these lines. I might
ask you this: Are you a believer in our form of government today?

Miss VAN KLEECK. Emphatically. I am an American with a long
family background going back to the early days, and my whole
work is devoted to the United States of America.

Mr. COHN. My question was: You are a believer in the capitalist
form of government?

Miss VAN KLEECK. Is the United States essentially and forever
capitalist? It has changed its form of organization through the
years. I am a believer in political democracy, which is the essence
of the United States of America.

Mr. ConN. I have nothing further, Mr. Chairman.

Senator JACKSON. Now, as I understand it, you do not believe in
any system which would involve the advocacy or overthrow of this
government by force or by violence?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I do not believe in force and violence. I am
not sure that I repudiate the revolution which established the
United States of America.

Mr. CoHN. Do you repudiate the revolution which established the
Soviet Union?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I have nothing to do or say with the revolu-
tion which established the Soviet Union.

Mr. CoHN. Have you not ever studied that? Haven’t you in the
course of your studies, come across it or studied anything about it?

Miss VAN KLEECK. It is a perfectly irrelevant question to say, be-
cause I am not a Soviet citizen. I am devoted to the United States
of America. Naturally, any studies I have made of the Soviet Union
have been made—and I have studied social-economic planning in
the Soviet Union—have been made with a view to seeing our whole
situation. I approach these questions as a sociologist who recog-
nizes the tremendous impact of technological change and develop-
ment on political and social structure.

And so when you ask me a specific question, capitalism is not the
same today as it was fifty years ago. Capitalism changes. Tech-
nology changes. I am a sociologist in my approach. I want the gen-
eral welfare and the declaration of human rights, which is basic in
American life. We don’t know what the economic forms may be in
the future.

Mr. CoHN. Do you believe in Marxism?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I am not a—I know very little about Marxism.

Mr. CoHN. Madam, the question is: Do you believe in Marxism?

Miss VAN KLEECK. May I tell you that I am secretary of the
board of directors of the Encyclopedia of Social Sciences. I can’t be
so trivial as to talk about whether I believe in Marxism. I believe
in study of social sciences, and I am tremendously interested al-
ways in the new developments which call for training lawyers in
sociological developments.

Mr. ConN. Thank you.

Miss VAN KLEECK. I have taken part in that.
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Senator JACKSON. You understand when we refer to Marxism, it
involves the dictatorship of the proletariat and the basic doctrine
of Marxism. That is what he is referring to.

Miss VAN KLEECK. I believe that the United States of America
is not facing today any revolutionary change. My belief is that
whatever changes are necessary—and we have been working on
this subject of monopoly since 1890-something, when we passed
our control bills on monopoly. I believe that whatever changes are
necessary in the United States will and can be made under our
constitution by the will of the people. If you ask me specifically
what that change is going to be——

Senator JACKSON. Madam, you have a right to believe in any-
thing you want, as long as the means that you advocate to achieve
that end is lawful. I think that is the law of this land. And the
point that I am interested in is whether you are a member of any
subversive organization that would deny the right of the people to
make any change by lawful means.

Miss VAN KLEECK. The complete contrary. I am an America cit-
izen, believing that we have within our political form of govern-
ment, the right, if we can preserve our civil liberties, and if we can
preserve the freedom of the social sciences, which are terribly jeop-
ardized today.

Senator JACKSON. Let me ask you just one other question. If this
country declared war on the Soviet Union through the means pro-
vided by the constitution, namely, the Congress of the United
States, would you cooperate with your government, as a citizen, in
carrying out the resolution and the will of the Congress of the
United States?

Miss VAN KLEECK. Completely. I want to make a further an-
nouncement, that when we were involved in war, the First World
War, I was immediately called to Washington to take charge of the
women in industry service of the ordnance department. I was a
member of the War Labor Policies Board. And I was the first direc-
tor of the Women’s Bureau, which had relationship to the work of
women in government arsenals in the munitions plants, and I gave
everything that was in me to maintain the productivity of women’s
work during the war, with many contacts with the arsenals, with
all the officials in the ordnance department offices.

And the answer that I gave then would be the answer I would
give under any circumstances. I would wish to strengthen the so-
cial-economic structure of our own government.

Senator JACKSON. Well, as I understand, it, your testimony is
that if we were involved in war with the Soviet Union, you would
loyally, as an American citizen, support your government in that
endeavor?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I would support my government in that en-
deavor. I would work in advance to prevent war.

Senator JACKSON. Well, that is everybody’s right.

Mr. COoHN. No matter how the war arose; in other words, as long
as the Congress declared war?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I am an American citizen, and as such I
would serve in whatever function I could, because I would be serv-
ing the American people in their daily life under any cir-
cumstances.
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Mr. CoHN. Do you believe that our cause in Korea today is a just
cause?

Miss VAN KLEECK. I believe that our course in Korea today could
have been very much wiser from the beginning, if the social-eco-
nomic approach had been followed from 1945.

Mr. CoHN. I have heard enough, as far as I am concerned. I
would like this witness to remain under subpoena, Mr. Chairman,
because we have an issue of fact to determine between her, and
other witnesses.

Senator JACKSON. Very well.

Mr. CoHN. Would, you stand and be sworn?

Senator JACKSON. Will you raise your right hand? Do you sol-
emnly swear that the testimony you are about to give shall be the
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God?

Mr. SEAVER. I do.

Mr. CoHN. Your full name, please.

TESTIMONY OF EDWIN SEAVER

Mr. SEAVER. Edwin Seaver, S-e-a-v-e-r.

Mr. CoHN. What is your occupation, Mr. Seaver?

Mr. SEAVER. Right now, I am in advertising. I am a writer.

Mr. CoHN. With what company?

Mr. SEAVER. Little, Brown and Company.

Mr. CoHN. And are you an author of any books?

Mr. SEAVER. Oh, yes.

Mr. CoHN. Well, a number of books?

Mr. SEAVER. Under my own name, only two. I mean novels.

Then I edited several books besides that.

Mr. CoHN. Under what other names have you written?

Mr. SEAVER. No other names.

Mr. CoHN. In other words, you have helped edit.

Mr. SEAVER. Yes, I edited a book of stories by various writers
called Cross Section.14

Mr. CoHN. What are the names of your two books?

Mr. SEAVER. My first book was called The Company, and the sec-
ond book was called Between the Hammer and the Anvil.15

Mr. COHN. Between the Hammer and the Anvil. Now, have you
ever been a Communist?

Mr. SEAVER. No.

Mr. CoHN. Have you ever belonged to any organization listed as
subversive by the attorney general?

Mr. SEAVER. To the best of my knowledge, I have not belonged
to any such organization since the listing.

Mr. CoHN. Oh, no. I mean, have you ever belonged to such an
organization?

You see, the listing is not meant to determine the date that an
organization is Communist. In other words, if the attorney general
listed it on October 2nd, 1943, that doesn’t mean it became Com-
munist on that date. He may have listed it because of its past ac-
tivities.

14 Cross Section: A collection of New American Writing (New York: L.B. Fischer, 1944-1948).

15Edwin Seaver, The Company (New York: Macmillan, 1930), and Between the Hammer and
the Anvil (New York, J. Messner, 1937).
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Mr. SEAVER. There was the League of American Writers, the
Congress Against War and Fascism.

Mr. ConN. Did, you belong to that?

Mr. SEAVER. Yes.

Mr. CoHN. Did you not know that was a Communist-dominated
organization?

Mr. SEAVER. I certainly did not know it at the time. I certainly
did not. Because most of the fellows I knew were on it, all sorts
of writers, of every kind.

Senator JACKSON. When did you join it?

Mr. SEAVER. I joined it at the beginning. I was one of the group
that thought it was a wonderful group for writers to organize
against war and fascism.

Mr. CoBN. When did you leave it?

Mr. SEAVER. Well, frankly, it just petered out for me. I just didn’t
go on with it.

Mr. CoHN. No other organizations like that?

Mr. SEAVER. No, no other organization I belonged to, except this
so called Peace Conference at the Waldorf some years ago.

Senator JACKSON. American Peace Mobilization?

Mr. CoHN. You mean the recent conference, do you not?

Mr. SEAVER. It was 1947 or 1948.

Mr. CoHN. We are not talking about the Emergency Peace Orga-
nization. You are talking about the Waldorf Astoria Peace Con-
ference?

Mr. SEAVER. That is right.

Senator JACKSON. That was the thing with Ehrenburg, the Soviet
writer, headed by Shaffly of Harvard.

Mr. SEAVER. But I didn’t organize it. I was one of those who
thought it would be a good thing to have it.

Mr. CoHN. Didn’t you know that was Communist inspired?

Mr. SEAVER. No, I didn’t. Because if you look at the list of people
who signed that thing, how could you say that?

How could I say it, I mean.

Mr. CoHN. I looked at it carefully.

Mr. SEAVER. Now you are looking at it with after thought.

Mr. CoHN. No, I looked at it then.

Senator JACKSON. After you got into the thing, were you not con-
vinced, as a writer, or as an intelligent man——

Mr. SEAVER. I didn’t think it had much to do with writing.

Senator JACKSON. Did you not think it was Communist domi-
nated, after you sa